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MEMORANDUM

To: Warren Weber

From: Tom Dodson

Date: November 12, 2003

Subj: Completion of the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Third Main Track and Grade
Separation Project on the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway Company East-West Main Line
Railroad Track

The Department of Transportation Division of Rail received written comments on the Draft EIR for the
Third Main Track and Grade Separation Project on the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway Company
East-West Main Line Railroad Track.  The contents of a Final EIR are defined in Section 15132 of the State
CEQA Guidelines and include: the Draft EIR; comments and recommendations received on the Draft; a list
of parties commenting on the Draft EIR; responses to comments by the Lead Agency; and any other
information added by the lead agency.  The following agencies submitted written comments which are
addressed in the attached Responses to Comments:

1. Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse
2. City of Montebello
3. Metrolink
4. Orange County Transportation Authority
5. Orange County Transportation Authority
6. Southern California Association of Governments
7. California Department of Toxic Substances Control
8. California Department of Toxic Substances Control
9. California Public Utilities Commission
10. City of Commerce
11. Richard A. Stromme
12. Southern California Edison
13. County of Orange/Planning
14. County of Los Angeles/Public Works
15. The Gas Company
16. Palmieri, Tyler, Wiener, Wilhelm & Waldron LLP
17. Solid State Devices, Inc. (SSDI)
18. City of Buena Park/Community Development
19. Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse
20. Fullerton Redevelopment Agency
21. Public meeting comments (City of Buena Park, April 29, 2003; City of Santa Fe Springs, April 30, 2003; City of Pico

Rivera, May 6, 2003; and City of La Mirada, May 7, 2003).

In addition to the comment letters listed above, This document also includes four attachments as part of the
Final EIR.  These are: Attachment 1 (NOP Responses); Attachment 2 (Final Drawings for Valley View);
Attachment 3 (Summary of Property Acquisition Procedures); and Attachment 4 (Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Program).



This memorandum, combined with the Draft EIR, the above list, and the attached comments and responses,
and the attached Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program constitute the Final EIR for the Third Main
Track and Grade Separation Project on the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway Company East-West
Main Line Railroad Track Project.  No significant adverse impacts were forecast to result from
implementing the proposed project based on the Final EIR, so a Statement of Overriding Considerations will
not be required by the Division of Rail when it considers the Final EIR for certification and the proposed
project for action.  Do not hesitate to give me a call if you have any questions.

Tom Dodson
Attachments



COMMENT LETTERS AND
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
LETTER #1

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE

1-1 This letter is acknowledgment by the State Clearinghouse that the environmental
document (SCH #2002041111) completed the review by through the State Clearinghouse
on May 19, 2003.  Copies of comments from State agencies were forwarded to the
Department of Transportation, District 7 for responses.  No specific response is required
to this letter since it does not raise any environmental issues.







RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
LETTER #2

CITY OF MONTEBELLO

2-1 The proposed third main track improvements in the City of Montebello extend for about
one mile just south of Sycamore Street.  The Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway
Company (BNSF) carries out routine maintenance and improvement activities within its
right-of-way and as far as could be determined, any construction within the BNSF right-of-
way is not related to the proposed project.  Routine maintenance activities in the Hobart
yard are not associated with the proposed project and do not require any approvals from
regulatory agencies.  A copy of the detailed construction plans for the portion of the third
main track improvements within the City of Montebello will be provided to the City for
information if and when the proposed project is approved by Caltrans.

2-2 The existing background noise level in Montebello associated with existing train
operations will range between 74 and 78 dBA CNEL.  The predicted noise level (refer to
Subchapter 4.9 (Table 4.9-5) and Subchapter 8.5) after implementation of the project will
increase by less than 1.0 dBA at the residences.  A field review of this residential area
was conducted in response to this comment by the City.  There are random occurrences
of residences along the whole project alignment in addition to those mentioned in the Draft
EIR.  Regardless, the noise impact of the proposed project will be to transfer some
unquantifiable number of trains to the proposed new track located south of the existing
tracks (further from the residences) within the City of Montebello.  Based on the noise
study provided by Giroux and Associates, the net effect of this relocation will be to reduce
the noise levels at the existing residences by about .5 to 1 decibel.  This is caused by
transferring a certain number of trains to the new track which is located 15 feet south of
the existing tracks.  The noise decrease is consistent (i.e., does not change) along the
whole distance of the proposed third main track improvements due to the new track being
located 15 closer or further from sensitive noise sources.

2-3 As indicated in the discussion above, the net change in noise at the residences in the City
of Montebello from implementing the proposed project will be a reduction of the noise
level at the residences.  The existing noise level from current train operations are
unrelated to the proposed project; therefore, no nexus exists between the proposed
project and the measured background noise level and additional noise mitigation is not
the responsibility of the proposed project, which may actually reduce noise exposure to
residences in the City.  The City could install additional sound attenuation features if it
believes that such additional noise attenuation is justified adjacent to the existing tracks.
However, the Noise Barrier Study in Volume 2 of the EIR indicates that the height of a
sound wall sufficient to mitigate noise to acceptable levels may be very high.  Please refer
to this study for additional information.





Responses to Comment Letter #2 (continued)

2-4 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation
decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the proposed
project to be implemented.  The referenced mitigation measure, 4.9-9, was actually
devised to reduce potential impacts at manufacturing facilities that may be sensitive to
vibrations (such as computer chip manufacturing).  Thus, the reference to night time
construction when manufacturing operations will not be in operation.  Further, this
measure is focused on grade separation construction activities, not the third main track
construction, and no grade separation construction will occur within the City of Montebello.
However, the text of the Final EIR will be modified to indicate that the alternative of night
time construction shall not be implemented within residential areas where residents are
present at night, unless noise levels at the nearest residence are controlled to a level
below the City’s noise standard or below existing background noise levels.

2-5 Notices of availability, scoping meetings and other meetings are not required to be
provided to each residence or person that may be affected by a proposed project.
Instead, notices of the scoping meeting and public meetings on the project were provided
in newspapers of general circulation for the project area.  These newspapers included:
the Los Angeles Times, L.A. Watts Times, Eastern Group Publications (including the
Eastside Sun, Northeast Sun, Mexican American Sun, Bell Gardens Sun, Commerce
Comet, City Terrace Comet, Montebello Comet, Monterey Park Comet, Ela Brooklyn-
Belverdere Comet and Wyvernwood Chronicle), Orange County Register, and Orange
County News.  Please refer to Section 15087 of the State CEQA Guidelines which
identifies the public notice requirements for a Draft EIR.  As individual residents and
businesses request information they will be added to the project mailing list so that they
can be contacted and provided future notices.

2-6 Please refer to the discussion of future increases in train operations on pages 2-1, 3-2 and
Appendix 8-1.  Current train operations are about 96 per day, split almost evenly between
freight and passenger trains.  Regional train operation forecasts identify future increases
in train operations along the BNSF main line corridor, with up to 150 trains in 2010 and
200 plus operations by 2025.  However, these operations are based on assumptions
about future growth in commercial demand in the region, primarily associated with port
operations in Long Beach and San Pedro.  The objective of this project is to enhance the
existing flow of train traffic, particularly passenger trains during peak hour operations, to
ensure that operating schedules can be met under current operating loads.

Thus, the increase in train operations is forecast to occur regardless of whether this
project is implemented.  Above about 100 train operations, sections of the existing main
line track with two tracks will experience delays, which will consist of more trains being
stopped and held for a passing train of higher priority (this already happens and is the
driving force by the State Department of Transportation to add the third main track in order
to support passenger train operations).  Adding the third main track from Hobart to Basta
will reduce the number of delays by increasing operational capability along the main line
track.

2-7 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
LETTER #3

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA REGIONAL RAIL AUTHORITY

3-1 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.

3-2 BNSF has extensive experience in managing construction on its tracks to minimize
conflicts with train operations.  Three assumptions are included in conjunction with the
proposed project: (1) potential conflicts will only occur when third main track construction
occurs and minimal, if any, delays will occur when the grade separation projects are being
implemented; and (2) most construction will occur during windows when train traffic on the
third main track is lowest; and (3) installation of the third main track should rarely conflict
with operations on the two existing tracks.  In addition, the preparation of a traffic
management plan, including train traffic, must be completed prior to initiating construction.
It is during the preparation of this plan that potential track delays will be defined and
SCRRA will be provided with information regarding potential for delays.  This approach
should provide ample advance notice so SCRRA can provide notice of alternative means
of transportation to its ridership.  Given the process outlined above, the potential conflicts
with Metrolink trains is not forecast to be significant, as indicated in the Draft EIR.  At this
time no reimbursement for short-term delays is anticipated as SCRRA will benefit over the
long-term from better scheduling and the Department believes it is inappropriate to
artificially increase costs of a public project such as that proposed. 

3-3 Full train service can and will be maintained at the three affected Metrolink stations
(Commerce, Norwalk/Santa Fe Springs and Fullerton) during construction.  If any station
impacts may occur, BNSF will identify them in the transportation management plan that
will be coordinated with SCRRA.  Adequate time for review of the plan by SCRRA and city
staff will be provided in this process.





Responses to Comment Letter #3 (continued)

3-4 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
LETTER #4

ORANGE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

4-1 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.  Please refer to responses to comment 3-1 through
3-3 which further addresses this issue.

4-2 Please refer to response to comment 3-2 which addresses this same issue.

4-3 Please refer to response to comment 3-3 which addresses this issue.

4-4 Please refer to response to comment 3-3 which addresses this issue.





Responses to Comment Letter #4 (continued)

4-5 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.







RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
LETTER #5

ORANGE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

5-1 –
5-6 This letter essentially duplicates comment letter #4.  The responses to comment letter #4

respond to the six comments in this letter.





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
LETTER #6

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS

6-1 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.







Responses to Comment Letter #6 (continued)

6-2 Because this project was consistent with all local plans (General Plans for the cities of
Montebello, Commerce, Pico Rivera, Santa Fe Springs, La Mirada, Buena Park, and
Fullerton and counties of Los Angeles and Orange) and regional plans (RCPG, RTP and
AQMP), no detailed land use evaluation was deemed to be necessary.  This conclusion
is contained in Appendix 8.1 of the Draft EIR.  As evidenced by the consistency analysis
contained in this comment letter, the proposed project is fully consistent with regional
goals of enhancing rail transportation, eliminating at-grade crossings which cause greater
air emissions and traffic impacts and reducing air emissions within the South Coast Air
Basin.  The analysis presented in this comment letter clearly demonstrates conformity with
the applicable regional plans (no significant adverse impact) as required by Section
15125.

6-3 The benefits of constructing grade separations where local and regional streets and
highways cross regional railroad tracks is address generally throughout the document, but
particularly in the air quality and traffic subchapters, 4.2 and 4.8, respectively.

6-4 The comments contained in this document address the pertinent comments and they are
hereby incorporated into the Final EIR.  No additional evaluation is deemed necessary to
demonstrate consistency with core and ancillary policies.

6-5 Regarding Policy 3.01, the proposed project is not forecast to affect population or jobs
forecasts over the long-term.  No new permanent jobs or population will be added to the
region.  Short-term construction jobs were identified as being filled by existing local
construction contractors since no special construction job requirements are associated
with this project.  Finally regarding housing impacts, the grade separation components of
this project are forecast to adversely affect a number of residences in the cities of Pico
Rivera, Santa Fe Springs and adjacent unincorporated County areas.  However,
appropriate mitigation has been identified to ensure that no significant loss of housing will
occur due to creating new housing or finding comparable housing for displaced residents.

Regarding the timing, financing and location of transportation system improvements, this
project provides the means to implement seven grade separation projects and BNSF main
line track improvements that fully support SCAG growth policies.





Responses to Comment Letter #6 (continued)

6-6 The Department concurs that the project as proposed with mitigation is consistent with
policies 4.01 and 4.02.

6-7 The key project objective of this project is to maintain operating capacity of the existing
rail system and the Department concurs that this project is fully consistent with policies
4.04 and 4.16.

6-8 Based on the impact analysis, the long-term effect of the proposed project will be to
reduce regional air emissions and enhance air quality and enhance vehicle traffic flow on
the local and regional circulation system in the project area.  In addition to these local and
regional contributions to enhancement to the quality of the environment, the proposed
project incorporates designs in the grade separation that will enhance the aesthetic
character of these project components.





Responses to Comment Letter #6 (continued)

6-9 The Department concurs that the project as proposed with mitigation is consistent with
policy 3.18.

6-10 The Department concurs that the project as proposed with mitigation is consistent with
policy 3.20.

6-11 The Department concurs that the project as proposed with mitigation is consistent with
policy 3.21.

6-12 The Department concurs that the project as proposed with mitigation is consistent with
policy 3.22.





Responses to Comment Letter #6 (continued)

6-13 The Department concurs that the project as proposed with mitigation is consistent with
policy 3.23.

6-14 The Department concurs that the project as proposed with mitigation is consistent with
policies 5.07 and 5.11.

6-15 The proposed project incorporates specific measures that are designed to ensure the
chemical, physical and biological quality of water resources are maintained.  Further, with
mitigation the water quality objectives of the Regional Water Quality Control Plan will be
completely fulfilled.  During construction, recycled water will be used to the extent allowed
under regulations.





Responses to Comment Letter #6 (continued)

6-16 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.

6-17 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.  Based on this review, the project is consistent with
applicable regional policies and all mitigation measures will be implemented and
monitored as requested.







RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
LETTER #7

DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL

7-1 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.

7-2 Refer to the discussion of hazards and water quality impacts in Subchapters 4.6 and 4.7,
respectively, of the Draft EIR.  Mitigation measures in these two subchapters identify
specific requirements for establishment of procedures to handle hazardous waste that
may be generated by the project and contaminated soil that may be encountered during
construction.







RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
LETTER #8

DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL

8-1 Please refer to response to comment 7-2 which partially addresses this issue.  The Draft
EIR identifies specific procedures for addressing any contaminated soil encountered
during implementation of this project.  Because of the project’s location with several cities
and two counties, BNSF and its contractors will work through the Local Enforcement
Agency (typically the city or county fire department’s hazardous materials management
division) to provide regulatory oversight of any remediation effort.

8-2 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.  Should it become necessary, BNSF and its
contractor or the contractor on the grade separations may contact the VCP if any
contaminated soil is encountered during construction.









RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
LETTER #9

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

9-1 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.  Under present circumstances it is probable that the
addition of the third main track will occur on a separate time schedule than the proposed
grade separation components of th proposed project.  Therefore, the PUC will be a CEQA
Responsible Agency for this project and the addition of the third track will require review
and approval by the PUC.

9-2 The PUC will be added as a CEQA responsible agency as requested in Chapter 2,
Section 2.2.





Responses to Comment Letter #9 (continued)

9-3 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
LETTER #10

CITY OF COMMERCE

10-1 There are two main objectives of the proposed project.  First, although the third main track
will allow some segregation of freight and passenger trains, this is not the proposed
project’s primary objective.  BNSF train dispatchers will be able to use the additional track
capacity to provide adequate train separation to maintain the flow of trains at allowed
speeds through the 14.7 mile segment.  The enhanced efficiency of train flow will most
benefit passenger trains by facilitating their ability to meet schedules.  All three tracks will
be used to meet this objective.  The second project objective is to install the seven grade
separations to enhance safety along the 14.7 mile main line segment by separating trains
from vehicle and pedestrian traffic. 

10-2 The proposed project has no relationship to future commitments to develop and operate
clean fuel locomotives.  This program is on a separate track between CARB and the
railroads.  As the railroads, both BNSF and Union Pacific, acquire clean fuel locomotives
they would be utilized along the existing BNSF main line track in the future. 

10-3 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented. 

10-4 No, this document does not address the forecast for additional growth of intermodal
operations at the Hobart yard in the City of Commerce.  As shown on Attachment 1 of
Appendix 8.2 of the Draft EIR, there are no improvements in the vicinity of the Hobart
yard.  The only improvements in the City of Commerce are some cross-overs, new side
track and the beginning of the new third main track near Garfield Avenue in the western
portion of the City.  Future intermodal operations at the Hobart facility will be dictated by
commercial demand, not the implementation of this project.





Responses to Comment Letter #10 (continued)

10-5 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.   The need to address local circulation system
effects of future intermodal growth at the Hobart yard and to prepare a “Master Plan” for
intermodal yard growth is not related to the proposed project and should be pursued by
the City under alternative avenues.

10-6 See response to comment 10-5.  The Alameda Corridor project was a complete separate
project from the proposed BNSF Third Main Track and Grade Separations project.  Also,
for more information on other project, including intermodal, please refer to the introduction
to responses to Letter #17.  The third main track project will not cause any increase in
traffic within the City of Commerce.  The increase in traffic is related to increases in
commercial shipping activity within the Los Angeles basin which are forecast to occur
independent of the proposed project, which includes an additional track within the
14.7 mile segment of the main line corridor and seven grade separations to be
implemented independently in the future.  Several studies have forecast commercial
shipping requirements to grow substantially in the future which is the primary cause of the
increased traffic on the local circulation system.  The projects being considered in this
document have no relationship to future BNSF actions at its intermodal facilities, i.e., this
project will have not effect on freight traffic growth in or out of the Hobart yard.  Without
any projects being defined, any consideration of such future actions would be speculative
and beyond the ability of this project’s EIR to address.





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
LETTER #11

RICHARD A. STROMME

11-1 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.  Actually, air pollution should be substantially
reduced by implementing this whole project.  Please refer to Subchapter 4.2 which
describes the reason for enhanced air quality from implementing the proposed project.
Regarding noise and vibration some non-significant increases in these parameters are
forecast to result from implementing the project.  See Subchapter 4.9 for details.  This
project will not increase train frequency, which is determined independently by commercial
demand.  Finally, maximum train speeds along the corridor will remain the same.
However, with the more efficient flow of trains through the corridor the average speeds
of trains may increase.

11-2 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.  Please refer to Figure 3 a-g for more detailed maps
of the project location.  For more detail refer to the detailed track schematics in
Subchapter 8.2.

11-3 For those individual project components encompassed under this project (third main track
and seven grade separations), your name can be retained and future documents made
available for your review and consideration.  Regarding other rail, rapid transit and
streetcar projects, it is suggested that you contact the Southern California Regional
Railroad Authority (SCRRA) and get your name on their list.





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
LETTER #12

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON

12-1 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.  The project description contains a discussion for
each project component, and relocation or encasement of utilities existing within the
project’s area of potential impact is identified as one of the steps in the construction
process.  For example, see page 3-6 for a discussion of this construction component of
the project.

12-2 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.  The project team has been meeting with the various
utilities that have facilities within the project’s area of potential impact (for both the third
main track and the individual grade separations) and designs and costs for relocation
have been incorporated into the engineering design and cost estimates for the proposed
project.

12-3 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.

12-4 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.

12-5 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.  As noted under response to comment 12-2,
planning efforts have already been initiated to develop mutually agreeable solutions to
utility relocations.

12-6 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
LETTER #13

COUNTY OF ORANGE
PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT

13-1 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.  The Hanson Wilson and HDR engineering teams
has consulted with County staff regarding the acceptable loadings on the Orange County
Flood Control District (OCFCD) flood control structures and has incorporated these
structural issues in the bridge designs at the three referenced channels.  Appropriate
design mitigation has already been incorporated into the structures and this information
has been and will continue to be provided to the District staff to reach mutual agreement
on the bridge designs before construction proceeds.





Responses to Comment Letter #13 (continued)

13-2 The proposed bridge designs over the referenced facilities do not incorporate any
modifications in channels, so the potential for conflict with existing structures is
considered negligible.  Note that the project engineers, Hanson Wilson and HDR provided
detailed drainage reports for the proposed project facilities and the findings of these
reports were summarized in the Draft EIR.  Copies of the drainage studies are available
for OCFCD review upon request, if the District has not yet had an opportunity to review
them.

13-3 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.  Please refer to response to comment 13-2.  The
project engineers are aware of the limitations of Coyote Creek Channel in the City of
Buena Park.  Drainage analyses have been prepared for each of the project components
and the District’s Flood Control Division has consulted with the Staff regarding this issue.
Residual flood hazards are not worsened by the proposed bridge design over this
channel.

13-4 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.  Caltrans and BNSF do not concur with this
conclusion.  As long as BNSF does not negatively alter the existing Coyote Creek
Channel any future flood control improvements by local agencies will have to take into
consideration the BNSF right-of-way which was established prior to OCFCD and its
easements.

13-5 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.  Based on the proposed designs, Caltrans and
BNSF do not envision causing any adverse impacts to existing flooding hazard situations.
However, if flood management programs are required in the future for any of the individual
project components, then the program will be prepared in consultation with the affected
City or the County, as appropriate. 

13-6 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.  Where required, LOMR will be processed by the
entity implementing the individual project components in the future.

13-7 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.  As individual project components are implemented
in the future that encroach on OCFCD right-of-way, applications will be submitted and
process through the Public Property Permits Section.
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13-8 Initial coordination has been initiated with the respective City’s and input has been
incorporated into the engineering design documents.  As specific project components are
implemented in the future final coordination will be implemented in accordance with this
recommendation.

13-9 The Brea Creek Channel permanent easement is not a part of this project; however, the
request in this comment has been forwarded to BNSF Staff for their action.
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13-10 Your comment is correct.  Figure 3-2g depicts the endpoint of the third main track
construction as ending at State College Boulevard.  The actual end point is just past the
main track/Commonwealth Avenue intersection, which is shown on Figure 3-2f.  Figure
3-2f and the text of the Final EIR (Pages 2-1 and 3-1) have been revised to show the
correct eastern endpoint of the project.  A copy of the revised map, Figure 3-2f follows the
responses to the County’s comments.

13-11 The requested changes will be incorporated into the Final EIR.

13-12 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.  BNSF will attempt to incorporate the bikeway design
requirements in its design, but this may not be technically feasible.  Prior to constructing
the Coyote Creek bridge, BNSF and Caltrans will confer with the OCTA to assess the
technical and economic feasibility of this request and implement the bikeway if it is
feasible.

13-13 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.  Please refer to response to comment 13-12.  The
same effort will be implemented for the Malvern Bikeway. 
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13-14 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.  BNSF and Caltrans will examine the potential width
of this proposed bikeway alignment and determine whether it is feasible.  If so, the design
may be modified to address this future off-road bikeway.

13-15 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.  Deconstruction and recycling of the maximum
amount of demolition waste is assumed in the environmental document for this project.
Please refer to page 45 of Appendix 8.1, the Initial Study for the proposed project.
Commitments are made to recycle construction and demolition waste to the extent
feasible for the proposed project. 

13-16 Please refer to response to comment 13-15.  The project already includes a commitment
to recycle construction and demolition waste to the extent feasible.  As one of the contract
stipulations for construction of these projects, the specific agency implementing project
component will require the preparation and implementation of a waste reduction plan.
This plan will be reviewed by Caltrans prior to implementing construction. 

13-17 Mitigation measures 4.6-1 and 4.6-2 address the specific concerns which hazardous, toxic
or contaminated materials related to this project’s implementation.  All of the materials
listed in this comment, will be appropriately managed as hazardous materials and will be
disposed of at appropriately licensed landfills or recycling facility.



























RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
LETTER #14

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

14-1 Please refer to responses to comment 13-15 through 13-17.  Both Caltrans and BNSF are
aware that construction and demolition waste delivered to regional landfills has to be
minimized.  Maximum waste diversion will be achieved by recycling as much of the waste
generated as possible, and delivery of the inert waste to construction (inert) debris landfills
or other available waste management, recycling, facilities.
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14-2 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.  The project has limited potential to disturb or impact
the types of waste management facilities identified in this comment, but where such
facilities will be affected, Caltrans/BNSF or the individual cities implementing grade
separation will contact and work through the Environmental Programs Division to ensure
no adverse impacts result from disturbing such facilities. 

14-3 Detailed mitigation measures are included in Chapters 4.6 and 4.7. Specifically, measures
4.6-1, 4.6-2, 4.7-2 and 4.7-3 require control of stormwater discharges to reduce potential
water quality degradation.  Specific performance standards are included to ensure that
NPDES requirements will be met.

14-4 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.   Where required, the required detailed liquefaction
analyses will be performed and submitted to the appropriate agency for review and
approval.  Please note that initial investigations have been completed and the geo-
technical documents were included by reference in the Draft EIR.  Measures 4.5-6
through 4.5-9 identify more specific performance standard mitigation to ensure that no
significant impacts will result from implementing any of the individual project components.

14-5 Both detour plans and traffic management plans will be implemented to minimize short-
term disruptions on the local circulation system.  This requirement is included in mitigation
measure 4.8-1 as is the performance standard to be achieved by these plans when they
are compiled and approved in the future.  One of the components of these future traffic
management plans will be measures to direct construction-related traffic to use off-peak
hours for all deliveries and pick-ups.
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14-6 Please refer to the hydrology discussions in Subchapter 4.7 and the mitigation measures
outlined on page 4.7-11.  The project is being designed to minimize the increase in runoff;
management of storm runoff within the project area; and filtering of flows to capture
contaminants.  Detailed drainage reports and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans
have already been prepared as part of the final engineering and the measures
incorporated into the drainage system designs for individual project components will meet
the requirements listed in this comment.





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
LETTER #15

THE GAS COMPANY

15-1 The impacts of construction within the identified footprints of the individual project
components (third main track and seven grade separation) have been addressed for each
of the issue identified in this comment.  Note that this project is a Program EIR and the
individual project components will be implemented over many years and at different times.
The project engineers, Hanson Wilson and HDR along with the Caltrans Division of Rail
and BNSF, have already expended significant effort to coordinate the management of
utilities, including natural gas, within the areas of potential impact.  As a Program EIR, the
potential impacts of each future individual project will be reexamined as funds become
available and contracts are authorized.  Caltrans believes that sufficient information
regarding project specific impacts related to utility relocation is included in this document.
However, if different utility management impacts than already addressed occur when a
specific project is implemented in the future, then additional environmental documentation
will be prepared at that time.  This approach is in full accord with CEQA program environ-
mental requirements as outlined in Sections 15162 and 15168 of the State CEQA
Guidelines.

15-2 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented. 

15-3 The physical impacts of the project have been fully address based on our knowledge at
this time, consistent with program environmental document requirements.  As noted in
response to comment 15-1, if additional or different impacts are identified for specific
projects in the future, additional environmental documentation can and will be compiled
in accordance with Sections 15162 and 15168.  However, the issue of economic costs to
the utility and ratepayer is not an issue of significance for evaluation in a CEQA document
as outlined in Section 15131 of the State CEQA Guidelines, unless it can be traced to a
potentially significant physical impact on the environment.  Since the physical impacts of
managing utilities within the project’s area of potential impact have been addressed and
found to be nonsignificant at this stage of review, there is no need to conduct an economic
evaluation on the company or the rate payers.





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
LETTER #16

LAW OFFICES
PALMIERI, TYLER, WIENER, WILHELM & WALDRON LLP

16-1 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented. 

16-2 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.
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16-3 Mr. Weber’s comment letter raised three issues: 

• accuracy of the land use and circulation system impacts related to Majestic
properties at 14950-52 Valley View, 14209-11 Gannet Street, and 13833 Borate
Street;

• changes to the driveway and access ramp at the Valley View property;
• use of the Valley View property for access to adjacent property; and
• access to the Valley View property during the temporary alignment of Valley View.

It is unusual for a project to address specific property impacts at the program level review
stage.  General impacts to land use were addressed in the Initial Study and the circulation
impacts were addressed in the Draft EIR.  Of the three properties, two will incur little or
no impact from implementation of the proposed project.  Specifically, for the Gannet and
Borate properties no impacts will occur.  The Valley View property will experience limited
impacts during construction in the following way: (1) the reconstruction on Valley View at
the property entrance; and (2) the relocation of the storm drain and sanitary sewer trunk
line to the north of the property.   Traffic on Valley View will have two lanes open in each
direction through construction, either on the existing roadway or on a detour to the west.
The entrance to the Majestic property is located above where the Valley View roadway
be lowered for the proposed underpass and only minor grade changes at the entrance are
required to match the proposed roadway.  Paved access to Majestic’s Valley View
property will be maintained throughout construction.

16-4 The design for the grade separation at Valley View changed slightly just prior to the
completion of the Draft PEIR.  The final design for Valley View, and supporting maps, are
provided as Attachment 2 to this Final EIR.  The attached figures show the final design
for the Valley View grade separation accepted by BNSF and the cities of Santa Fe
Springs and La Mirada. The footprint of construction activities at Valley View has not been
altered in any manner that would cause different or more significant impact than already
identified in the Draft PEIR.  Please refer to response to comment 16-3 above. The
following provides more detailed information on the phases of construction at Valley View:

1. Phase 1 - Utility/Storm Drain Relocations and Detour Construction: Traffic flow on
Valley View will continue as it current exists.  The storm drain and sanitary sewer
trunk lines will be relocated to an easement acquired from Majestic on the north
property line.  Minor interruptions to access and parking may be experienced with
this phase of the construction when the utility/storm drain lines are crossing or being
connected in Valley View.  This will occur for only a few days, but continuous access
will be provided to all properties along Valley View during this construction, including
Majestic’s 14950-52 Valley View Avenue property.

2. Phase 2 - Underpass Bridge Construction: Traffic will be on the Valley view detour
with the Majestic Valley View property access connected to this detour.  Access and
operations at Majestic’s Valley View property should not be impacted during this
phase of the construction.

3. Phase 3 - Valley View North/Stage Road Construction: Traffic on Stage Road will
be detoured with the Valley View traffic on the detour.  Access to the Majestic Valley
View property will remain the same as during Phase 2.
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16-4 (cont.)
4. Phase 4 - Valley View South Construction: This phase of construction will include

the reconstruction of the Majestic property driveway and some interruptions to traffic
will occur for brief periods of time.  The Contractor will coordinate the construction
to maintain access to minimize impacts to operations.  Work will be done at night
with access opened during working hours.

This provides the most detail regarding construction that is available at this stage of
review for the grade separation at Valley View Avenue.  When this project is actually
considered for construction, the cities of Santa Fe Springs and La Mirada must reconsider
the findings in the Final PEIR for this project and identify any changes in impacts that may
occur.  This would include noticing all parties that have requested notification, such as the
Palmieri, et al law firm and Weber Consulting.  Again, please note that neither the Gannet
Street or Borate Street properties will be affected by either construction or operational
activities from this project.  Thus, at this point in time the land use impacts to the only
property affected by this project will remain the same as forecast in the Initial Study
contained in Appendix 8.1 of the Draft PEIR.  The industrial operations at 14950-52 Valley
View Avenue will experience limited, nonsignificant short-term effects on operations due
to access constraints, but access will be available during all construction activities.  No
change in land use will occur and over the long-term better access will be provided to
industrial operations at this site because delays due to trains will not occur in the future.
Limited circulation system effects will occur to only the Valley View property.  The
construction activities will not prevent access to this property, except as may be
necessary during re-construction of the driveway entrance to the property at the end of
the construction activities.  Circulation may be constrained for short-periods as indicated
in the Draft PEIR, but these constraints are not considered to significantly adverse as
access will be maintained.  The cities will develop traffic management plans which will
include input from Majestic for its Valley View property that will ensure the circulations
system impacts are controlled to a level of nonsignificant impact as indicated in mitigation
measure 4.8-1, or a future environmental document will have to be prepared.

16-5 As noted above, there were minor changes in the Valley View Grade Separation project
concurrent with the publication of the Draft PEIR.  These are described above and the
project revisions actually reduce any impact on Majestic’s Valley View property.  Other
Majestic properties identified in previous comments will not incur any direct effects from
the proposed project.  The aerial photo and engineering drawings attached to these
comments show the final design for the Valley View Grade Separation.  The foot-print of
the project remains about the same, actually reduced, compared to that identified in the
Draft PEIR.  No additional adverse impacts are forecast to result from implementing this
slightly modified design.

16-6 Based on the revised construction plans and discussions with the project engineers, the
Valley View Grade Separation project will not require any access across Majestic’s Valley
View property to access the SSDI property to the north.  Thus, the impact referred to in
this comment will not occur if the proposed project is implemented.
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16-7 Please refer to responses to comments 16-3 through 16-6.  The changes are minor and
reflect less overall impact to Majestic and adjacent properties than the design shown in
the Draft PEIR.  The overall footprint of the impact area has been reduced as shown on
the drawings attached to these responses.

16-8 Please refer to responses to comment 16-3 through 16-7 which addresses this comment.
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16-9 The impact analysis contained in the Draft PEIR is accurate for this program level of
review.  Based on the finalized engineering plans and input from the design engineers for
the Valley View Grade Separation, no impacts will occur to the property on Gannet Street.
Additional details about construction Impacts to Majestic’s Valley View property is
provided above (response to comments 16-3 through 16-5), but these impacts do not
differ from the general impacts identified in the Draft PEIR.  Construction impacts will
constrain access to this property but access will be provided during all hours when
required.  Access to the property after constructing the grade separation will improve due
to reduced delays. 

16-10 As indicated in response to comment 16-6, the current design and construction plans for
the Valley View Grade Separation does not require any access on or across Majestic’s
Valley View property.  Therefore, the potential impacts identified cannot occur.

16-11 Based on a review of the detailed plans with the project manager and engineer (BNSF
and Hanson Wilson) no construction activities or new facilities will be placed adjacent to
the property at 13833 Borate Street with the implementation of the Rosecrans/Marquardt
Grade Separation Project.  Basic land use will remain the same and the only indirect
effect will be the short-term effects to traffic flow on the local circulation system.  This will
be an inconvenience but mitigation measure 4.8-1 requires the implementation of a traffic
management plan that includes the following performance standard requirements: safe
traffic flow through the construction and provision of adequate access through construc-
tion areas to meet safety and emergency vehicle access and transit through construction
areas at all times when construction is underway.  For all of the proposed project com-
ponents the short-term construction impacts were determined to be nonsignificant with
implementation of the proposed mitigation. After examining the specific property at 13833,
this finding is concluded to remain valid.  Of course, the long-term impact on the local
circulation system will be positive because vehicles on Valley View will be able to move
unhindered across the railroad tracks through the new grade separation.

16-12 Copies of the NOP comments are provided as Attachment 1 to this package of response.
They were inadvertently left out of Appendix 8.1.

16-13 Additional data regarding the project are provided in responses to comments 6-3 through
6-5 and in the attached aerial photo and engineering drawings for the Valley View Grade
Separation.

16-14 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented. 
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16-15 The assumption in this comment is not correct.  Actually the specific construction process
for the third main track has always been assumed to proceed without any linkage to the
grade separations.  On page 3-1, the grade separations and third main track are identified
as separate project objectives.  Either objective could be fulfilled without the other project
component being implemented.  The description of the construction process for the third
main track (Subchapter 3.2.2.1) does not assume that the grade separations will be
construction concurrently or at all.  The third main track was clearly identified as a
separate and distinct project component and it is not a new project.  All environmental
effects of implementing this project component have been analyzed and presented in the
Draft EIR.

16-16 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.  The term “recommended alternative” reflects the
lengthy planning process conducted with the various cities where grade separations are
proposed to be installed.  This process began with an initial evaluation of both above
grade and below grade separations.  Above grade separations were ultimately rejected
because the area of impact, both direct and indirect, was substantially greater with above
grade separation.  Similarly, a variety of design alternatives were examined for each
below grade separation.  The primary effort was to minimize the number of parcels directly
affected by the proposed project.  As a result of this extensive examination of alternatives
with representatives of the cities of Pico Rivera, Santa Fe Springs, La Mirada and Buena
Park the term “recommended alternative” is judged to be appropriate; however, the term
“recommended project design” could be equally applicable.

16-17 This comment reflects a common theme in these comments.  Please refer to responses
to comments 16-3 through 16-8.  After a thorough review of the individual project descrip-
tions for each project component, the only correction in a project description is the one
identified above for Valley View.  The other descriptions were determined by the project
engineers to be accurate enough to ensure the impact forecast were accurate.

16-18 The spur track serving the 13833 Borate Street facility will not be altered as part of this
project and will continue to be served from the existing track during and after construction.

16-19 Based on a review of the project, the sanitary sewer lines serving the 13833 Borate Street
facility will not be affected by the proposed project.
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16-20 Please refer to responses to comment 16-3 through 16-6 and to the new drawings at the
end of these response which shows the most current engineering drawings and layout.
No retaining wall exists which will block any retaining wall.

16-21 Please refer to responses to comment 16-3 through 16-8 and to the new drawings at the
end of these response which shows the most current engineering drawings and layout.
No access easement will be required across Majestic’s Valley View property.

16-22 Limited detail of the storm drain and sewer improvements is provided in the aerial photo
and drawings provided at the end of this document (revised right-of-way and easement
figures included) and the construction scenario is presented in some detail in responses
to comments 16-3 through 16-6 and 17-73.

16-23 The need for retention systems and other storm water management facilities is dependent
upon whether drainage systems are modified and whether storm water runoff is
increased.  Detailed drainage studies have been available for review upon request since
the Draft EIR was released.  The commentor should review the pertinent drainage docu-
ment(s) for more details.  Regardless, first flush equipment (filters, etc.) must be installed
by regulation within the grade separation projects.  No detention or other facilities will
affect the property at 14950.  The net environmental effect of installing the proposed
drainage facilities consists of the identified short-term construction impacts (indirect noise
and circulations system effects on the property at 14950), improved water quality in the
water discharged from the grade separation projects, and some ongoing maintenance
activities associated with the first flush system and, where appropriate, the pumps
required to maintain the system.  Note that the project design, including that for Valley
View, includes Best Management Practices units for stormwater quality and that the
underpass drainage designs are for a 50-year storm with no ponding or retention.

16-24 As noted in responses to comments 16-3 through 16-6, driveway access will be
maintained through the construction period for all properties affected by the Valley View
Grade Separation.  Note that for very short periods, to be scheduled with the property
owners, the re-construction of the driveways following completion of the grade separation
may disrupt access for short periods of time.  During such periods construction will be
scheduled in off hours to minimize any access disruption.

16-25 The lowering of the track as an alternative was eliminated from consideration in the EIR
for many reasons.  The first is the cost which would have been increased by several
hundred million dollars because all three tracks would have to be placed underground, not
just the new third track.  The second reason is the significant short-term air quality impacts
associated with hauling away several million cubic yards of dirt.  Third, was the intolerable
loss of track time.  In order to underground the tracks, the whole track would have to be
shut down for long periods of time.  There is no place to divert the existing 100 or so
trains, which would mean terminating commuter train, passenger train and freight train
operations along this corridor.  Fourth, substantial additional right-of-way would have been
required to lower the proposed and existing tracks below grade which would have
encroached on adjacent roads and property.  Based on these factors, this alternative was
judged as not being technically feasible for the third main track early in the process.
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16-26 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.  The data presented in the Draft EIR and these
responses indicate that beyond a short-term construction effect on the property at 14950
Valley View, no other adverse impacts will affect Majestic’s property.  The Department
concludes that these data verify the conclusion in the Draft EIR that this short-term effect
on the property does not rise to a level of significant environmental impact.
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CEQA Guidelines Section 15165.  An activity must be included in the project description and
analyzed in the environmental document if:  (1) it is a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the
initial project and (2) the future expansion or action is likely to change the scope and nature of the
initial project or its environmental affects.  Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the
University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 396.  Uncertain or speculative future activities not
currently proposed for approval and that are not reasonably foreseeable consequences of the
project that is proposed for approval need not be included in the environmental analysis.  Where
future development is unspecified and uncertain, no purpose can be served by requiring an EIR to
engage in sheer speculation as to future environmental consequences.  Del Mar Terrace
Conservancy, Inc. v. City Council of the City of San Diego, (1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 712, 730.

The SCAG and LAEDC documents are nothing more than regional planning documents containing
general ideas and concepts regarding future potential rail line improvements that may be necessary
to handle increased rail traffic based upon future growth and rail traffic projections.  The improve-
ments identified in those documents have not been proposed for implementation.  There are no
current plans to develop the conceptual improvements nor is there any certainty that they will ever
be developed.  The regional rail line improvements identified in the aforementioned planning
documents remain too speculative and uncertain to allow for meaningful review of potential environ-
mental impacts therefrom.  Certainly they have not been engineered as have the components of
the proposed project.  See Residents Ad Hoc Stadium Committee v. Board of Trustees of the
California State University and Colleges (1979) 89 Cal.App.3d 274.  CEQA does not require that
all identified potential rail line improvements within the southern California rail line system be
evaluated in one EIR.  See Christward Ministry v. County of San Diego (1993) 13 Cal.App.4th 31,
45 (holding single EIR is not needed for every proposed trash project in county).  Accordingly, the
project description is properly limited to the improvements currently proposed for development and
reflected in the project description in the EIR.

Growth Inducing Nature of the Project

The commentator also alleges that the proposed project will lead to an increase in rail line traffic
and that the potential environmental impact from additional trains was not evaluated in the EIR.
The goals and objectives of the proposed project are to increase passenger train rail line efficiency
on a 14.7-mile stretch of BNSF's main line between Basta and Hobart.  The Proposed project
includes installation of a third main track, as well as construction and development of seven grade
separations along the 14.7-mile stretch.  As has been amply demonstrated throughout the text of
the EIR, the Proposed Project will not itself result in an increased number of train trips.  Although
the proposed project does involve the installation of an additional track, the increased efficiency that
will result from the proposed project will not itself result in additional train traffic.  Train traffic is
dictated entirely by economic demand for shipment of goods by rail or by passengers seeking to
use alternative modes of transportation.  Therefore, the number of train trips dictated by such
economic or passenger demand is independent of the train system itself and would occur regard-
less of the Proposed Project.  Thus, the EIR properly excluded any discussion of environmental
impacts from additional train trips.

Currently, the 14.7 mile double track segment is served by three main tracks at both ends, Hobart
and Basta. Approximately 96 trains, a mix of passenger and freight trains, utilize the existing BNSF
corridor each day.  The current amount of rail traffic can affect passenger train schedules by
causing delays, but according to BNSF representatives the occurrence of such passenger train
schedule delays (the elimination of which is the fundamental objective of the proposed project) do
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not define the maximum capacity of this double track segment to handle trains.  In this context, it
is important to keep in mind that rail is a mode of transport which is regulated and the carriers are
“obligated” under the law to carry freight traffic as economic demand requires or dictates.
Regardless, with the current  of the double-track configuration unacceptable delays for passenger
trains can occur, due to congestion related to the complex interaction between passenger and
freight trains.  Thus, degradation of passenger train operations presently occurs, even though the
system could physically handle a substantially greater amount of train traffic than presently occurs.

An average of ninety-six (96) trains presently use this two track segment every 24 hours, which
represents about two trains per hour for each track (24 hours x 2 tracks = 96 trains) on average.
BNSF representatives indicate that, with some minor signal improvements, the current double-track
configuration could accommodate approximately 160 trains per day, which is nearly double the
number of trains currently traveling through the project area on a daily basis.  Thus, the maximum
average hourly capacity of the Hobart to Basta two-track segment is approximately 3.3 trains per
hour per track that could be accommodated, or 160 trains per day (80 per track per day).  However,
one result of accommodating 160 trains per day would be additional unacceptable delays for
passenger trains due to complex train movements.  Regardless, the data indicate that the current
system could handle a substantially greater amount of train traffic than presently occurs.

The above data illustrate that the existing track segment between Hobart and Basta is not limited
by a lack of capacity; but, rather by its ability to effectively accommodate a mix of passenger and
freight trains without incurring substantial and unacceptable delays for passenger trains through
the 14.7 mile project area.  Stated more simply, the existing track system from Hobart to Basta
is not capacity limited, but schedule limited.  At present there is no unfulfilled demand for the
existing rail capacity on this track segment, so it remains unused.  Thus, although not necessary
to accommodate train traffic in general between Hobart and Basta, the installation of a third track
from Hobart to Basta will provide the needed improvement in passenger train service and
dependability by providing an additional track that will accommodate passenger train schedules.
The third main track will allow the scheduling of both passenger and freight trains in a manner
which will eliminate unacceptable delays to passenger trains through  the 14.7-mile project area.

Currently, mainline track train traffic accounts for only 60% (96/160) of current potential capacity
of this track segment.  BNSF forecasts estimate that demand through the 14.7 mile project area in
the year 2010 will not exceed the current potential capacity (160 trains per day), even with the
installation of the third track.  Therefore, the project area will continue to have excess capacity for
the foreseeable future.  Forecasting the number of future train trips is inherently speculative
because the estimate of the number of trains that may use the tracks in the future is an indirect
estimate based on speculation about future economic activity and the need to move goods and
people.  Beyond short term projections, perhaps out ten years or so, the variables involved in
making forecasts becomes inherently speculative because changes in political and economic
circumstances in the U.S. and other countries on the Pacific Rim cannot be foreseen.  In that
regard, it is significant that the current (2003) average daily train traffic through the 14.7 mile project
area is at a level forecast for the year 2000 (LAEDC, 2002).

As noted above, any determination of future train traffic is entirely dependent on economic and
market factors, which are unrelated to this project and which cannot be accurately foreseen.  At this
time, projects regarding future economic factors are entirely speculative.  Therefore, the EIR
properly excluded any discussion of environmental impacts related to additional train trips as
speculative and beyond the scope of this project.
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Another flaw in the commentator’s assumptions about train traffic is that it automatically increases
to utilize available capacity.  This assumption does not apply to the railroad system as it does to
the highway system.  There is more existing demand for road capacity than can be met; however,
there is more existing capacity than demand for rail traffic, so train traffic does not automatically
increase with an additional track.  Further, since there are only a few rail system operators, the
capacity of the available rail corridors can be managed by the railroads, as opposed to the millions
of independent motor vehicle decision-makers that make daily personal decision on a regional
circulation system that is already overloaded due to existing demand.  Comparing the rail circulation
system to the motor vehicle circulation system and assuming that capacity will inevitably be utilized
is unreasonable.

As a result of these circumstances, the third track may represent an absolute increase in capacity
for the Hobart to Basta segment (keep in mind the segments west and east are already triple-
tracked), but it does not represent a capacity increase for which demand exceeding capacity will
occur in the foreseeable future.  Thus, the addition of the third track through the 14.7 mile project
area does not increase capacity in any real sense, because this capacity is not needed nor will it
be used in the foreseeable future.  What the third track does accomplish is to meet this project’s
primary objective to allow passenger train schedules to be maintained in a manner that will continue
to attract passengers and remove them from the regional motor vehicle circulation system. 

With this background in mind, it is hoped that the Lead Agency's following responses will be more
useful.

17-1 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.
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17-2 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation
decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the proposed
project to be implemented.  However, as will be shown in the following responses to
comments, the environmental review does include an evaluation of the potential direct,
indirect and cumulative impacts of the proposed project on Solid State Devices, Inc.'s
(SDDI) existing facilities at 14830 Valley View Avenue, La Mirada, California, at least to
the extent feasible at this programmatic stage of review.

17-3 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation
decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the proposed
project to be implemented.  However, full environmental review has been performed for
the proposed project, a reasonable range of alternatives has been identified for the level
of impact identified and reasonable mitigation measures have been identified in order to
avoid or minimize potentially significant environmental impacts.  Furthermore, all of the
foregoing, along with SDDI's comments and the following responses, will be fully
considered by the Lead Agency before project approval is made.

17-4 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation
decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the proposed
project to be implemented.  Please note, however, that the proposed project consists of
a 14.7-mile stretch of the BNSF main line track between Basta and Hobart and grade
separations, as it has been determined that this segment of the main line track includes
all relevant parts of this component proposed project within the meaning of CEQA
Guidelines Section 15165.

17-5 This comment contains a key contention regarding the project, i.e., that it is somehow
related to other projects located within the Los Angeles Basin, and perhaps even beyond.
However, the proposed project is a stand alone project which is separate and distinct from
any other project being considered within Southern California.

One component of the proposed project, the third main track, is being sponsored and
funded by Caltrans Division of Rail.  No other agency is involved with this project
component and the third main track is being proposed to specifically address the flow of
rail traffic on the BNSF main line between Basta and Hobart.  This two-track segment of
the BNSF main line serves as a bottleneck in the main line system that causes delays for
Amtrak trains, particularly those on the San Diego to Los Angeles segment of this system.
Division of Rail funds were identified with the specific goal of increasing the efficiency of
train flow on this stretch of the BNSF main line in order to better meet Amtrak train
schedules.  Thus, the proposed project's specific objective is to provide better passenger
rail service on this stretch, by ensuring that arrival and departure schedules can be
fulfilled.  By assuring better passenger train service, the Division of Rail believes it can
retain the existing passenger base.  Coincidental to meeting this specific objective,
several other benefits will accrue to train operations within this stretch.  For example,
Metrolink commuter trains will be better able to meet their schedules, freight train traffic
will flow better, overall air emissions will be reduced by eliminating standing trains, and
less overall noise will be generated within this stretch due to more even flow of train traffic
and reduced starting, stopping and idling.
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17-5 (cont.)
Installation of the Third Main Track on the 14.7-mile stretch between Basta and Hobart,
on its own, is statutorily excluded from consideration under CEQA.  Among other grounds,
Section 21080(b) of the Public Resources Code states, "this division does not apply to
any of the following activities...(10) a project for the institution or increase of passenger
or commuter services on rail or highway rights-of-way already in use, including
modernization of existing stations and parking facilities."  The Third Main Track
component of the proposed project is wholly within the BNSF right-of-way and therefore
the project of installation of the Third Main Track is excluded from consideration under
CEQA.  Furthermore, State funds are being used to fund the Third Main Track project;
therefore, no compliance with NEPA is necessary.  These conclusions are consistent with
State and Federal regulatory procedures, which place no limits on railroad-initiated
improvements to their rail operating lines within their rights-of-way.

Notwithstanding the foregoing, a full environmental review was performed for the entirety
of the proposed project due to the inclusion of the proposed grade separations.  The
Division of Rail took the initiative to assist the affected local communities in examining the
seven proposed grade separations, which will eliminate rail/vehicle conflicts within the
14.7-mile stretch of the BNSF main line between Basta and Hobart.  For the foregoing
reasons, all of the proposed improvements within this stretch were considered together
within one DEIR.  Because these projects will be implemented independently over the
next several years as funding becomes available, the programmatic process was
particularly suited to the proposed actions.  See, CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(a).

CEQA requires that the complete project be included in the environmental review to foster
informed public review and to not minimize potential environmental impacts.  The project
description must include all relevant parts of a project, including reasonably foreseeable
future expansions or other activities that are a reasonably foreseeable consequence of
implementation of the project.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15165.  An activity must be
included in the project description and analyzed in the environmental document if:  (1) it
is a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the initial project and (2) the future expansion
or action is likely to change the scope and nature of the initial project or its environmental
affects.  Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the University of California
(1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 396.  Uncertain or speculative future activities not currently
proposed for approval and that are not reasonably foreseeable consequences of the
project that is proposed for approval need not be included in the environmental analysis.
Where future development is unspecified and uncertain, no purpose can be served by
requiring an EIR to engage in sheer speculation as to future environmental
consequences.  Del Mar Terrace Conservancy, Inc. v. City Council of the City of San
Diego, (1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 712, 730.

Other than the proposed project, there are currently no rail improvement projects within
the region that are defined to a level that would allow for meaningful environmental
evaluation.  Any potential rail improvement projects within the region are in the formative
stages and are too uncertain and speculative to allow for meaningful environmental
evaluation at this time.  The DEIR prepared for the proposed project fulfills the
requirement of evaluating project impacts and provides adequate information to the
decision-makers regarding potential environmental impacts related to any of the projects'
individual project components.
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17-6 Please refer to response to comment 17-5.  As described above, the proposed rail system
improvements are specifically designed to enhance the flow of rail traffic and safety along
the 14.7-mile stretch of the BNSF main line between Basta and Hobart.  There are no
other rail line improvement projects currently proposed that require environmental review
within this DEIR.  Therefore, the DEIR properly limited the scope of its analysis to the
environmental impacts associated with the proposed project as described in the DEIR.
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17-7 Please refer to response to comment 17-5.    As described above, this project is not tied
to either completion of the Alameda Corridor or future increases in freight deliveries to the
ports.  The increase in future freight deliveries to the ports and the manner in which they
will be shipped is not dependent upon the proposed project. Increases in future freight
delivery is a function of international commerce and the need to ship freight from ports to
eastern destinations.  If such future increase and demand for freight transport to the east
occurs, it will occur regardless of whether the proposed project is implemented.  The
proposed project will be constructed to improve efficiency of passenger rail operational
schedules along the 14.7-mile stretch of the BNSF main line between Basta and Hobart,
regardless of whether future freight demand increases, and there is no linkage between
the proposed project and increases in future freight traffic.

17-8 Please refer to responses to comment 17-5 and 17-7.  The proposed project is not an
eastward extension of the Alameda Corridor.
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17-9 Please refer to response to comment 17-5.  The boundaries of the proposed project are
not arbitrary.  The beginning and end points of the proposed project represent the location
where it has been determined that upgrades to the existing rail line are necessary to
increase train flow efficiency. As stated above, the 14.7-mile stretch of the BNSF main line
between Basta and Hobart is a two-track stretch which generally creates a bottleneck in
the main line system that causes delays for Amtrak trains, particularly those on the San
Diego to Los Angeles segment of the system.  Basta, the Southern terminus of the
proposed project, is a logical and essential starting point for the identified rail line
improvements. Basta is the location where the BNSF main line splits, the southern
extension heading toward San Diego and the eastern extension heading toward San
Bernardino. Therefore, this area acts as a convergence of numerous passenger and
freight trains necessitating the implementation of the identified rail line improvements to
increase train flow and efficiency.

17-10 Please see Responses to Comments 17-5, 17-7 and 17-9.  As described above, the
proposed project is separate and discreet from other potential rail improvement projects
within the region.

17-11 Please refer to response to comment 17-5 and 17-9.  The DEIR does not improperly
segment the proposed project in order to minimize the scope or intensity of the
environmental impacts.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15378 defines a project as "The whole
of the action."  CEQA requires that the complete project be included in the environmental
review to foster informed public review and to not minimize potential environmental
impacts.  However, an activity must be included in the project only if it is a reasonably
foreseeable consequence of the initial project and if the future expansion or action is likely
to change the scope or nature of the initial project or its environmental affects.  Uncertain
or speculative future activities not currently proposed for approval and that are not
reasonably foreseeable consequences of the project that is proposed for approval need
not be included in the environmental analysis.  Although there may be general ideas and
concepts concerning the need for future rail line improvements in the region, there are no
current plans for implementation of any other improvements other than those identified
and included in the project description in the DEIR.  At this point, any other improvements
are too uncertain and speculative to allow for meaningful environmental evaluation.
Therefore, the DEIR properly analyzed only those environment impacts associated with
implementation of the rail line improvements along the 14.7-mile stretch of BNSF's main
line between Basta and Hobart.

17-12 Please see Responses to Comments 17-5, 17-9 and 17-11.  The referenced comments
represent a general idea in concept concerning the need for a future improvement in the
region.  However, any such future improvement is too uncertain and speculative to allow
for meaningful environmental evaluation at this time.

17-13 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.

17-14 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.





Responses to Comment Letter #17 (continued)

17-15 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of raildecision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.
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17-16 Please see Responses to Comments 17-5, 17-9 and 17-11.  The SCAG and LAEDC
plans for future rail improvements are general ideas and concepts at this time and no
actual plans have been developed delineating the method, placement or implementation
of the improvements identified therein.  The information contained in the SCAG and
LAEDC concepts is too uncertain and speculative to allow for meaningful environmental
evaluation at this time.  The DEIR properly analyzed only those impacts associated with
the implementation of the rail line improvements along the 14.7-mile stretch of the BNSF
main line between Basta and Hobart.
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17-17 Please see Responses to Comments 17-5, 17-9 and 17-11.  The only relevance of
existing intermodal facilities to the proposed project is the generation of train trips that
utilize BNSF's main line, which train trips have been analyzed in the DEIR.  Any future
improvements to existing intermodal facilities will require their own environmental
evaluation in accordance with existing law.  In addition, at this time, any general ideas or
concepts with regard to new intermodal facilities or expansion of existing intermodal
facilities are too uncertain and speculative to allow for meaningful environmental
evaluation.

17-18 Please see Response to Comment 17-17.  The Hobart Yard expansion project was
statutorily excluded from consideration under CEQA.  Moreover, the past and current
operations at Hobart Yard have been considered in the DEIR as a result of the evaluation
of impacts based on train traffic.  The DEIR for the proposed project fully analyzes
cumulative impact effects of past, present and future related projects.  Moreover, the
existence of an expanded Hobart Yard will not lead to an increased number of train trips
along the BNSF main line in the area of the proposed project. The number of train trips
is strictly dictated by economic factors and the demand for additional train trips, neither
of which are affected by the existence of the proposed project.  Any increase in train trips
will occur regardless of the implementation of the proposed project.
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17-19 Please see Responses to Comments 17-5, 17-7, 17-9, 17-11 and 17-16 through 17-18.
The proposed project is a separate and discreet project.  The other improvements
mentioned in this comment are general ideas and concepts and are too uncertain and
speculative to allow for meaningful environmental evaluation at this time.

17-20 Please see Responses to Comments 17-5, 17-7, 17-9, 17-11 and 17-16 through 17-18.
The proposed project is a separate and discreet project.  The other improvements
mentioned in this comment are general ideas and concepts and are too uncertain and
speculative to allow for meaningful environmental evaluation at this time.

17-21 Please see Responses to Comments 17-5, 17-9, 17-11 and 17-16 through 17-18.    The
proposed project is a separate and discreet project.  The other improvements mentioned
in this comment are general ideas and concepts and are too uncertain and speculative
to allow for meaningful environmental evaluation at this time.
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17-22 Please see Responses to Comments 17-5, 17-9 and 17-11.  The documents referenced
in this comment do not represent "projects" as defined by CEQA.  CEQA Guidelines
Section 15378 defines project as any activity which is being approved and which may be
subject to several discretionary approvals by government agencies.  CEQA Guidelines
Section 15378(c).  This definition of project makes it clear that an activity or proposal is
not a project unless the activity will be the subject of discretionary governmental
approvals.  Moreover, as stated above, environmental analysis pursuant to CEQA need
not analyze environmental impacts from activities which are too uncertain or speculative
to provide meaningful analysis.  See, No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974), 13 Cal.3d
68.  The documents referenced in this comment constitute broad-based conceptual
planning documents and are not proposals for implementation of any specific project.
There is no definitive plan for the implementation of the improvements identified in those
documents, nor is there any time frame within which the improvements identified in those
documents will be developed, if ever.  Therefore, due to the uncertain and speculative
nature of those documents, a meaningful environmental evaluation of the impacts
resulting from any identified improvements cannot occur at this time.  Moreover, should
any of the identified improvements in those documents be proposed for development, a
thorough environmental analysis of the environmental impacts of those improvements
would have to be conducted at that time.  No information has been withheld from the
public as the full scope of the proposed project has been identified and examined in the
DEIR.  As noted in previous responses to comments, including Response to Comment
17-5, the proposed project is being implemented as a specific project by the Division of
Rail and the proposed project and EIR are not subsequent environmental documents to
any EIR prepared prior to the proposed project.  This project supports the RTP as noted
in Letter #6 from SCAG. Therefore, the DEIR properly limited its analysis to the
environmental impacts associated with implementation and development of improvements
to the 14.7-mile stretch of the BNSF main line between Basta and Hobart.

17-23 Please see Responses to Comments 17-5, 17-9, 17-11 and 17-22.  As noted in previous
responses to comments, including in Response to Comment 17-5, this is a stand-alone
project and is not a component of any larger undertaking.  In addition, please refer to the
SCAG comment letter which finds the proposed project consistent with the RTP and
regional plans.  Regarding the reference to "Federal guidelines for air quality impact
assessment", the source of funding for the proposed project is State funds, so no federal
evaluation of the project is required.
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17-24 Please see Responses to Comments 17-5, 17-9, 17-11 and 17-22.  This comment
attempts to boot-strap other projects into consideration in the DEIR.  However, no specific
projects have been identified, the other improvements referred to in this comment being
general ideas and concepts which are too uncertain and speculative to allow for
meaningful environmental evaluation at this time.  The components of the proposed
project identified and evaluated in this DEIR are well defined and do not involve any
facilities other than those specifically identified in connection with the proposed project.
The DEIR properly limited its analysis to environmental impacts associated with the
development and implementation of the rail line improvements identified in the DEIR.

17-25 Please see Responses to Comments 17-5, 17-9, 17-11 and 17-22.  Any future rail line
improvements identified in the LAEDC Study are not components of the project.  There
are currently no plans for development and implementation of other improvements
identified in the LAEDC Study and the improvements identified in the LAEDC Study are
too uncertain and speculative to allow for meaningful environmental evaluation at this
time.  See, No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974), 13 Cal.3d 68.  The DEIR correctly
limited its analysis to the environmental impacts of the proposed project as described in
the DEIR.
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17-26 Please see Responses to Comments 17-5, 17-9, 17-11 and 17-22.  Any other improve-
ments within BNSF's "Los Angeles County line through Santa Ana Canyon and Orange
County" are general ideas and concepts and are too uncertain and speculative to allow
for meaningful environmental evaluation at this time.  See, No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los
Angeles (1974), 13 Cal.3d 68.

17-27 Please see Responses to Comments 17-5, 17-9, 17-11 and 17-22.  The project referred
to in this comment is a general idea or concept and is too uncertain and speculative to
allow for meaningful environmental evaluation at this time.  See, No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los
Angeles (1974), 13 Cal.3d 68.
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17-28 Please see Responses to Comments 17-5, 17-9, 17-11 and 17-22.  Although partial
funding for engineering has occurred, no plans have been developed for a project
involving run though tracks through Los Angeles Union Station.  Accordingly, that project
is too uncertain and speculative to allow for meaningful environmental evaluation at this
time.  See, No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974), 13 Cal.3d 68.  In addition, run
through tracks through Los Angeles Union Station will not lead to an increased number
of train trips along the 14.7-mile stretch of the BNSF main line between Basta and Hobart.
The number of train trips is strictly dictated by economic factors and the demand for
additional train trips.  Any realized increase in train trips will occur regardless of imple-
mentation of the run through tracks through Los Angeles Union Station.  The DEIR
correctly limited its analysis to the environmental impacts of the proposed project as
described in the DEIR

17-29 Please see Responses to Comments 17-5, 17-9, 17-11 and 17-22.  There is no
requirement to examine all of the projects on the RTP when an entity proposes to
implement only one specific project.  In this instance, the only project being considered
is the proposed project and the other projects identified in the RTP are too uncertain and
speculative to allow for meaningful environmental evaluation at this time.  See, No Oil, Inc.
v. City of Los Angeles (1974), 13 Cal.3d 68.  In addition, the source of funding for the
proposed project is State funding.
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17-30 Please see Responses to Comments 17-5, 17-9, 17-11, and 17-22.  The source of
funding for the proposed project is State funding. Without any federal nexus, NEPA
compliance is not required for the individual components of the proposed project.
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17-31 The DEIR analyzes the use of the proposed track improvements by multiple users,
including passenger carriers and freight carriers.  The use of the tracks by both passenger
and freight trains is what leads to unacceptable congestion warranting the proposed
project.  Page 2-1 of the DEIR states that, "the Third Main Track will enhance efficiency
of train movement along this corridor and will insure passenger train service can operate
on a reliable schedule, which is a key aspect of rail passenger service that attracts
additional passenger rail customers."  Page 2-1 of the DEIR also states that, "At its
current operating level (approximately 100 trains per day, mixed freight and passenger),
schedule delays occur along this segment of the corridor, which result in trains being
pulled over to sidings to allow other trains to pass.  Such conflicts will be minimized in the
future under both current and future train traffic volume."  The primary purpose of the
proposed project is to enhance the efficiency of traffic flow through the 14.7-mile stretch
of the BNSF main line between Basta and Hobart.

17-32 The matters referenced in this comment do not represent "projects" as defined by CEQA.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15378 defines project as any activity which is being approved
and which may be subject to several discretionary approvals by government agencies.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15378(c).  This definition of project makes it clear that an
activity or proposal is not a project unless the activity will be the subject of discretionary
governmental approvals.  Moreover, as stated above, environmental analysis pursuant
to CEQA need not analyze environmental impacts from activities which are too uncertain
or speculative to provide for meaningful environmental evaluation.  See, No Oil, Inc. v.
City of Los Angeles (1974), 13 Cal.3d 68.  The matters referenced in this comment
constitute general ideas and concepts and are not proposals for implementation of any
specific project.  There is no definitive plan for the implementation of identified improve-
ments, nor is there any time frame within which the identified improvements will be
developed, if ever.  Therefore, due to the uncertain speculative nature of those docu-
ments, a meaningful environmental evaluation of the impacts resulting from any identified
improvements cannot occur at this time.  Moreover, should any of the identified improve-
ments in those documents be proposed for development, a thorough environmental
analysis of the environmental impacts of those improvements would have to be conducted
at that time.
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17-33 Please see Response to Comment 17-32.  Without limiting the generality of Comment
17-32, the referenced evaluation of the Lossan Rail Corridor is preliminary and is not a
project that is being proposed for funding and construction.  The Lossan Rail Corridor
project was not considered in the DEIR because plans for the project are too uncertain
and speculative to allow for meaningful environmental evaluation.  See, No Oil, Inc. v. City
of Los Angeles (1974), 13 Cal.3d 68.
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17-34 Please see Response to Comment 17-32.  Without limiting the generality of Comment
17-32, the referenced evaluation of the Lossan Rail Corridor is preliminary and is not a
project that is being proposed for funding and construction.  The Lossan Rail Corridor
project was not considered in the DEIR because plans for the project are too uncertain
and speculative to allow for meaningful environmental evaluation.  See, No Oil, Inc. v. City
of Los Angeles (1974), 13 Cal.3d 68.
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17-35 Please see Responses to Comments 17-5, 17-9, 17-11 and 17-32.  The quoted text from
the DEIR is accurate.  The "California Intercity Rail Capital Program" list does not identify
any other projects that are currently being funded, engineering or implemented.  Each
jurisdiction involved in the process was consulted to determine whether specific projects
are proposed for implementation within the area of potential impact by the proposed
project, and none were identified.  The list shown on Table 7 does not discuss actual
implementation of any specific project, but is merely a list of projects that the state would
like to see funded and implemented.  These projects are general ideas and concepts and
are too uncertain and speculative to allow for meaningful environmental evaluation at this
time.  See, No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974), 13 Cal.3d 68.  The commentator has
not identified any specific projects within the area of potential impact by the proposed
project that require evaluation in the DEIR.

17-36 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.  The source of funding for the proposed project is
State funding. Please refer to responses to comments 17-29 and 17-30.  When originally
formulated, none of the proposed project components were going to use federal funding.
Therefore, no federal nexus exists and no NEPA documentation is required.
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17-37 As explained in Response to Comment 17-5, after conferring with the affected cities and
counties, the Department of Transportation Division of Rail determined to evaluate the
seven grade separations identified in the project description and the 14.7-miles stretch of
the BNSF main line between Basta and Hobart.  The "ranking" of the grade separations
by the CPUC is not relevant to the evaluation in the DEIR.

17-38 The Lead Agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is
added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public
review, but before certification (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5).  "Significant new
information" requiring recirculation includes information showing that (1) a new significant
environmental impact will result from the project or from a new mitigation measure
proposed to be implemented, (2) a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental
impact would result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a
level of insignificance, (3) a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably
different from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts
of the project, but the project proponents decline to adopt it and (4) the DEIR was so
fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public
review and comment were precluded.  See, Laurel Heights Improvement Association v.
Regents of University of California (1993) 6 Cal.4th 11, 12.  In the present case, no
significant new information has arisen that alters the environmental analysis contained in
the DEIR.  Therefore, the Lead Agency is not required to recirculate the DEIR for further
public review.
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17-40 Please see Response to Comment 17-39.  The location of BNSF's east-west main line rail
corridor has been fixed for approximately 100 years.  Accordingly, the proposed Third
Main Track and the grade separation sites are fixed in place and the need for the new
track and the grade separation facilities cannot be fulfilled at any other location.  Since
there are no other locations where these facilities can be installed to meet project
objectives, it is not possible to transfer this proposed project to another facility or location
and reasonably meet the project objectives defined in the Project Description in the DEIR.

17-41 Please see Response to Comment 17-39.  The location of BNSF's east-west main line rail
corridor has been fixed for approximately 100 years.  Accordingly, the proposed Third
Main Track and the grade separation sites are fixed in place and the need for the new
track and the grade separation facilities cannot be fulfilled at any other location.  Since
there are no other locations where these facilities can be installed to meet project
objectives, it is not possible to transfer this proposed project to another facility or location
and reasonably meet the project objectives defined in the Project Description in the DEIR.

17-42 The Lead Agency for the proposed project is the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail, which was given Lead Agency responsibility for this EIR by the other potential lead
agencies, including the local cities in which the grade separations are proposed (Pico
Rivera, Santa Fe Springs and La Mirada).  In addition, the Division of Rail is also the
project proponent.  BNSF is the engineering environmental contractor under contract to
the Division of Rail, to assist the Division of Rail to ready all of the project components for
final decision and funding as noted above.  As an owner and operator of rail lines
throughout the United States and Canada, BNSF is qualified to act as the engineering
environmental contractor for the proposed project.  In this case, the Division of Rail
contracted with BNSF and supporting private engineering and environmental firms, to
complete the engineering for the project components so that all of the project components
could be considered in a coordinated fashion.  The Division of Rail does not have a
conflict of interest in discharging its obligations as Lead Agency and in carrying out the
CEQA process.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15084(d)(3) allows the Lead Agency to accept
a Draft Environmental Impact Report prepared by the applicant, a consultant retained by
the applicant, or any other person.  If the Lead Agency accepts a Draft EIR prepared by
the project applicant, consultant retained by the applicant, or any other person, the Lead
Agency is required to conduct its own independent review of the document.  CEQA
Guidelines Section 15084(e).  Therefore, the CEQA Guidelines clearly provide that the
Lead Agency may accept a Draft Environmental Impact Report that has been subject to
review and input by the project applicant or any other third party.  This in and of itself does
not produce a conflict or prevent the Lead Agency from carrying out its statutory duties.
The Department of Transportation  and Division of Rail staff have carried out an
independent review of the EIR before it was released as a Draft EIR for public review.
Please also see Responses to Comments 17-89 and 17-90.

17-43 Please see Response to Comment 17-42.  Tom Dodson & Associates has prepared many
EIRs related to rail projects and meets the Division of Rail's qualifications as a consultant.
The Division of Rail's guidelines were fully observed in the implementation of the
proposed project.  Nothing in the Division of Rail's procedures prohibits preparation of the
DEIR in the manner undertaken for the proposed project.
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17-44 BNSF is not the project proponent; rather, the project proponent is the Department of
Transportation Division of Rail.  The only real alternatives before the Division of Rail with
regard to the proposed project are the following three:  (1) whether the proposed project
components can be built without causing significant adverse impact, (2) whether to reject
construction of the proposed improvements, or (3) whether there are any alternatives that
are required to reduce potential impacts below a level of significant impact.  All of the
project components can be implemented without causing significant adverse environ-
mental impacts, with mitigation as required.  The project has been identified as resulting
in significant long-term benefits to the environment and short-term construction impacts
that can be controlled to a level of non-significant adverse impact.  Finally, as discussed
in Response to Comment 17-39, no alternatives were available or required to reduce
impacts to a level of non-significant impact.  There was no rigging of the "game" in this
process, as each of the above conclusions evolved out of the analysis presented in the
DEIR.

17-45 The objectives for this project were defined by the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail and the cities in which grade separations are proposed, to clearly state the purpose
for expending State funds.  CEQA does not state how objectives are to be defined and
the approach taken by the Division of Rail and the cities is no different than if the
proposed project were a simple expansion of an existing two-lane road to a four-lane
configuration in a built-out city, or to build a new train station at a specific location.  One
does not select a totally new alignment for an existing road, due to the inherently greater
impacts of siting a new road through the community, and one does not build a new train
station or grade separation where there are no tracks.  The existing BNSF east-west main
rail corridor has been fixed in place within its existing alignment for approximately 100
years.  There is no reasonable position that would consider realignment of the 14.7-mile
stretch of the BNSF main line between Basta and Hobart, simply to provide a hypothetical
alternative for an alternatives analysis.  The inherent purpose of such facility
improvements is to meet a specific need and such needs or objectives cannot be met by
building facilities where no need exists.  Please see Response to Comment 17-39.





Responses to Comment Letter #17 (continued)

17-46 Please see Responses to Comments 17-5, 17-11 and 17-32.  The purpose of the pro-
posed project is to enhance the flow of existing rail traffic, not to meet the ultimate
configuration of the overall rail system for Southern California and the BNSF east-west
main line corridor.  Any future improvements to the BNSF east-west mail line corridor are
too uncertain and speculative to provide for meaningful environmental evaluation at this
time.  See, No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974), 13 Cal.3d 68.   The proposed project
does examine long-term transportation planning to the extent reasonable and, as a result,
it has been determined that carrying out the proposed project will achieve the objectives
of long-term transportation planning in that the flow of existing rail traffic will be enhanced
along the 14.7-mile stretch of the BNSF main line between Basta and Hobart, where
congestion currently exists.  The proposed project is not a system-wide planning project.
It is a discreet, specific set of project components.  It is unreasonable to expect a
proposed project to define its purpose by incorporating infeasible objectives to meet a
need which has not been identified by substantial evidence to exist.
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17-47 Please see Responses to Comments 17-5, 17-11, 17-22 and 17-32.  The improvements
referred to in this comment are too uncertain and speculative to provide for meaningful
environmental evaluation at this time.  See, No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974), 13
Cal.3d 68.

17-48 Please see Responses to Comments 17-5, 17-11, 17-22 and 17-32.  The improvements
referred to in this comment are too uncertain and speculative to provide for meaningful
environmental evaluation at this time.  See, No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974), 13
Cal.3d 68.

17-49 Contrary to the view expressed in this comment, the Lead Agency is not required to
include alternatives for each component of a project within the EIR.  CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6(a) requires an EIR to discuss a reasonable range of alternatives to the
proposed project or to the location of the project, if appropriate under the circumstances.
An EIR is not required to consider alternatives to a component of a project.  See, Big Rock
Mesas Property Owners Association v. Board of Supervisors, (1977) 73 Cal.App.3rd 218,
277.  Therefore, the DEIR for the proposed project is not required to propose and discuss
specific alternatives for each component of the proposed project such as each grade
separation.  As information, when the proposed project was in its initial stage of review,
the first evaluation focused on whether it would be feasible to construct an overpass or
underpass at each location.  Due to the additional area of disturbance and associated
property acquisition required for overpasses, the overpass alternative was determined by
the engineers, the Department of Transportation Division of Rail and affected cities to be
infeasible.  Once determined infeasible, the engineers examined several ways of
constructing the underpasses at each grade separation to integrate the new road section
into the local circulation system and to minimize the need to acquire property.  The actual
foot print of the underpass grade separations has remained substantially the same since
the decision was made to install underpasses and only minor modifications, such as
construction techniques to minimize vibration, have been identified since the original
decision.  Because these design modifications were totally within the foot print of the
proposed facility and because only short-term non-significant construction impacts have
been identified, no other alternatives to components to the proposed project were
identified or required for consideration.
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17-50 Please see Response to Comment 17-49.  Contrary to the statements made in this
comment, the public was invited to attend monthly public meetings regarding the grade
separations (two meetings were held each month, one in Pico Rivera and one in Santa
Fe Springs, over the past two years).  In addition, more than six public hearings were held
in the cities of Pico Rivera, Santa Fe Springs, and La Mirada regarding the proposed
project and any feasible alternatives.  Throughout the course of this process, no other
feasible alternatives have been identified.  Please see Response to Comment 17-95.

17-51 Please see Response to Comment 17-49.  The project design contained in the project
description represents the minimum property acquisition required to install each of the
grade separations and the most environmentally sensitive design.
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17-52 Please see Response to Comment 17-49.  In addition, operators along the 14.7-miles
stretch of the BNSF main line between Basta and Hobart have pursued all feasible
operational changes, to relieve congestion including, without limitation, local traffic and
variable traffic scheduling scenarios.  Unfortunately, congestion along this stretch cannot
feasibly be managed through operational changes.   In addition, the project proponent,
the Department of Transportation Division of Rail, has no authority over the scheduling
or management of operations on railroad tracks.  Therefore, an operational alternative has
no feasible means of being implemented as a result of this DEIR, to enhance the flow of
train traffic on the existing two main track systems on the 14.7-mile stretch of the BNSF
main line between Basta and Hobart.  However, the installation of new track is within the
Lead Agency's purview and therefore represents the appropriate objective for the
proposed project.  Finally, this comment overlooks the safety improvements that will be
achieved by the second objective of the proposed project, which is to separate rail and
motor vehicle/pedestrian traffic with the grade separations, which can only be achieved
by installing the separations.

17-53 This comment overlooks the fact that the long-term effect on noise will be non-significant.
In that regard, please see Responses to Comments 17-67, 17-68 and 17-69.

17-54 The Orangethorpe Corridor proposal has not been engineered, funded or implemented,
primarily because it has not been demonstrated to be a feasible plan for improving the
14.7-mile stretch of the BNSF main line between Basta and Hobart.  Accordingly, any
Orangethorpe Corridor improvements are too uncertain and speculative to allow for
meaningful environmental evaluation at this time.  Similarly, undergrounding the proposed
project would be infeasible for several reasons:  (1) to underground the three tracks would
require taking this 14.7-mile stretch of the BNSF main line between Basta and Hobart out
of service for major periods, or result in major property acquisition along the route to build
a 14.7-mile long shoo-fly; and (2) the Third Main Track could not be undergrounded by
itself, without also undergrounding all three tracks for the entire stretch.  Undergrounding
all three tracks would require the removal of about 8.6 million cubic yards of dirt (150 feet
wide, by 30 feet deep, by 14.7 miles in length).  With this much dirt to be removed, about
575,000 truck trips would be required, without even considering that there is no site
identified in the region that could accept such a large quantity of dirt.  By comparison, the
proposed project can be installed without causing significant delays in train traffic and
without addressing the issue of excavation and placement of excess dirt.  Accordingly,
even without detailed evaluation, undergrounding of the proposed project is not feasible
and the Department of Transportation Division of Rail has determined that under-
grounding is not feasible.
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17-55 Please see Responses to Comments 17-5, 17-11 and 17-32.  CEQA Guidelines Section
15130 requires an EIR to discuss cumulative impacts of a project when the project's
incremental effect is cumulatively considerable.  Section 15130(b)(1)(a) states that the
Lead Agency may conduct its analysis of cumulative projects by reference to a list of past,
present and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts.  Section
15130(b)(1)(B)(2) defines "probable future projects" as those projects requiring agency
approval for an application which has been received at the time the Notice of Preparation
is released, unless abandoned by the applicant.  As indicated in the DEIR, the Depart-
ment of Transportation Division of Rail reviewed applications within the general area of
the proposed project and determined that no other related projects were being considered
for entitlement or development within a relationship to the proposed project, which could
produce related or cumulative impacts.

Growth projections made by documents such as those referenced in this comment, do not
represent "reasonably anticipated projects" because they merely serve as an ultimate
system build out concept envisioned by many agencies and are too uncertain or
speculative to allow for meaningful environmental evaluation.  See, No Oil, Inc. v. City of
Los Angeles (1974), 13 Cal.3d 68.  Thus, when a City constructs improvements on a
regional roadway, such as Telegraph Road, it is not required to evaluate the ultimate build
out of the roadway according to the General Plan because the ultimate build out project
is not funded or engineered for construction and is too uncertain and speculative to allow
meaningful environmental evaluation.

17-56 Please see Response to Comment 17-55.  No data has been provided justifying expan-
sion of the cumulative impacts analysis beyond the analysis contained in the DEIR.  In
addition, this comment takes out of context the statement that, "rail and surface
transportation system improvements such as the improvements very rarely contributed
to cumulative effects, other than for localized issues, such as noise or traffic flow"
(page 6-3).  By their very nature, surface transportation system improvements, such as
the improvements which are components of the proposed project, reduce environmental
impacts.
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17-57 The DEIR acknowledges that future train operations may increase in response to general
economic conditions.  However, because the proposed project is being implemented in
order to enhance the flow of rail traffic on the 14.7-mile stretch of the BNSF main line
between Basta and Hobart, the DEIR also recognizes that the proposed project does not
contribute to such increases, either directly or indirectly.  Future operational forecasts are
determined by future economic conditions which may or may not occur.  The number of
trains on the BNSF main line corridor will occur regardless of whether the proposed
project is implemented.  If constraints become greater under a no project condition, BNSF
operations and passenger train operations will become more delayed or freight and
passengers will use available non-rail alternatives (trucks, cars and buses) instead of the
trains.  The proposed project has been properly defined to meet an existing problem.
Focus on future conditions would be speculative since such conditions are independent
of the proposed project.

17-58 Please see Response to Comment 17-57.  As stated in Response to Comment 17-57, the
number of trains on the BNSF main line corridor will occur regardless of whether the
proposed project is implemented.
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17-59 Please see Response to Comment 17-57.  As stated in Response to Comment 17-57, the
number of trains on the BNSF main line corridor will occur regardless of whether the
proposed project is implemented.

17-60 Please see Response to Comment 17-57.  As stated in Response to Comment 17-57, the
number of trains on the BNSF main line corridor will occur regardless of whether the
proposed project is implemented.

17-61 Please see Response to Comment 17-57.  As stated in Response to Comment 17-57, the
number of trains on the BNSF main line corridor will occur regardless of whether the
proposed project is implemented.
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17-62 Please see Responses to Comments 17-5, 17-11 and 17-32.  The project description is
properly limited to the improvements currently proposed for development and reflected
in the project description in the EIR.  All other improvements referred to by the
commentator are general ideas or concepts and are too uncertain and speculative to allow
for meaningful environmental evaluation.  See, No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974),
13 Cal.3d 68.

17-63 Please see Responses to Comments 17-5, 17-11, 17-32 and 17-62.  Specifically:

(1) Any concept of a fourth main track is a general idea or concept and is too uncertain
and speculative to allow for meaningful environmental evaluation.

(2) Any concept of a new ICTF at Hobart Yard is a general idea or concept and is too
uncertain and speculative to allow for meaningful environmental evaluation.

(3) Any concept of a dedicated interchange between Hobart Yard and the I-710
Freeway is a general idea or concept and is too uncertain and speculative to allow
for meaningful environmental evaluation.

(4) Any concept of an Orangethorpe Corridor and an Orange-Olive Corridor is a general
idea or concept and is too uncertain and speculative to allow for meaningful
environmental evaluation.

(5) Any concept of three main tracks between Atwood-Colton, four main tracks between
Hobart-Fullerton, a flying junction at Riverside or a grade separation of the Colton
crossing are general ideas or concepts and are too uncertain and speculative to
allow for meaningful environmental evaluation.

(6) The only grade separations being considered are the seven incorporated in the
proposed project.  Any concept regarding other grade separations are general ideas
or concepts and are is too uncertain and speculative to allow for meaningful
environmental evaluation.

(7) The concepts referenced in Comment 17-63(7) are general ideas or concepts and
are too uncertain and speculative to allow for meaningful environmental evaluation.

(8) Please see Response to Comment 17-28.  As set forth in Response to Comment
17-28, the concept of run through tracks at Union Station is a general idea or
concept and is too uncertain and speculative to allow for meaningful environmental
evaluation.

(9) The referenced intercity improvements to the Pacific Surfliner Rail Corridor identify
projects more than 70 miles distant from the proposed project and totally unrelated
to the proposed project.  Thus, these projects have no relationship to the proposed
project in either time or place.  Their implementation has no potential to add
cumulatively to potential impacts from the proposed project.

(10) The concept of a fifth lead track at Union Station is a general idea or concept and
is too uncertain and speculative to allow for meaningful environmental evaluation.

(11) The only grade separations being considered are the seven incorporated in the
proposed project.  Any other grade separations are general ideas or concepts and
are too uncertain and speculative to allow for meaningful environmental evaluation.
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17-64 Please see Responses to Comments 17-5, 17-11 and 17-32.  The Lead Agency has the
right to define the project and, having defined the project, must evaluate the environ-
mental impacts caused by the project.  To say that the Lead Agency has artificially limited
the range and magnitude of the potential impacts that are likely to result from the project's
implementation would take the exercise of legitimate discretion away from Lead Agencies
and substitute the discretion of other parties who are not involved in the process.

17-65 This comment contains a selective quote from page 4.2-14, which is inaccurately
presented.  The issue addressed on page 4.2-14 is whether several construction activities
may be occurring simultaneously.  What this means is that construction, which could
include grading, track laying or other activities, could be going on for an individual project
component at the same time.  It does not mean, for example, that all grading and all track
laying for the entire project would be going on at the same time.  The more detailed
description on page 10 of Appendix 8.3 clearly states that "Table 4 is worst-case
composite of simultaneous maximum construction emissions from several simultaneous
project phases."

17-66 CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(b) allows Lead Agencies to determine thresholds of
significance for use in determining the significance of environmental affects.  A threshold
of significance is the identifiable quantitative, qualitative, or performance level of a
particular environmental effect, non-compliance with which means the effect will normally
be determined to be significant.  The Lead Agency has discretion to develop thresholds
of significance as long as a reasonable basis exists for using the thresholds.  The Lead
Agency considered the totality of circumstances as well as input from the public and from
the counties of Los Angeles and Orange and the cities of Commerce, Fullerton, La
Mirada, Montebello, Norwalk, Pico Rivera and Santa Fe Springs, in concluding that LOS E
is a proper threshold of significance for traffic related impacts.  Based on the entirety of
the record, all thresholds are considered reasonable and in conformance with Sections
15064 and 15064.7 of the CEQA Guidelines.
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17-67 This comment inaccurately characterizes the DEIR.  Construction activities are limited to
daylight hours (see mitigation measure 4.9-1).  In addition, the significance thresholds are
identified in the document.  Local thresholds are for 24-hour noise descriptors, Ldn and
CNEL, and the noise evaluation fully considers impacts based on those local thresholds.
The data clearly indicates that construction noise will not exceed those 24-hour thres-
holds.  Regarding single noise events, the whole corridor is exposed to noise levels that
rise to 90+ decibels for short durations, from trains and trucks.  The restriction of
construction activities to daytime hours ensures that the thresholds will not be exceeded.
However, the mitigation takes a further step by creating a noise/vibration complaint
program that can respond to specific instances where an individual, a residence or a
company can notify the contractor and obtain relief by reducing noise/vibration at the
affected location.  This mitigation measure ensures that noise impacts that affect indivi-
dual sensitive receptors are controlled to a level consistent with each jurisdiction's
adopted noise standards.

17-68 Not all jurisdictions have noise ordinances which limit construction to daylight hours.
Accordingly, mitigation measure 4.9-1 is appropriate.  More importantly, it is not just this
measure that is designed to control construction noise impacts.  Numerous other
mitigation measures are required which reduce impacts from noise and vibration to a less
than significant level (i.e., mitigation measures 4.9-2 through 4.9-10).

17-69 Please see Responses to Comments 17-67 and 17-68.  Mitigation measure 4.9-1
eliminates all construction activity sound generation for a 12-hour period out of 24 hours
and this occurs during the most noise sensitive part of the day.  Other mitigation
measures require that:  (1) noise from individual pieces of equipment will be minimized
by requiring the lowest level of noise from construction equipment available at the time
of construction; (2) all equipment will be properly muffled; (3) the minimum amount of
equipment will be utilized; (4) individual sensitive noise receptors will have adverse noise
further reduced to an acceptable level for that receptor; and (5) employees or sensitive
noise receptors near construction activities will be specifically protected from harmful
noise levels.  These are all specific performance requirements that will be imposed on the
contractors through the mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP).  In that
regard, please see Response to Comment 17-106.  A copy of the MMRP is provided as
Attachment 4 to this document.

17-70 Please see Responses to Comments 17-5, 17-11, 17-23, 17-32 and 17-62.  As noted in
the previous comments, no additional projects have been identified which are defined
enough for consideration in the DEIR and the other projects mentioned in this comment
are too uncertain and speculative to allow for meaningful environmental evaluation.
Therefore, the DEIR properly limited its analysis of environmental impacts to the project
as defined in the DEIR.
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17-71 The reference to improvements to 5.47 km of existing track is in error and that reference
will be removed from the text of the final EIR.

17-72 The reference to full funding for Valley View is in error.  Valley View was fully funded when
planning began for the proposed project.  However, due to current State budget problems,
full funding is no longer available.  Valley View remains one of the highest priority grade
separation projects in the State due to accidents which occur at this location; but,
additional funds are being sought to replace those that have been redirected as a result
of State budget problems.  References to full funding for Valley View will be removed from
the text of the final EIR.

17-73 Actually most of the questions raised in this comment are addressed on Figures 3-9a
through 3-9d.  For Valley View after construction, the access and operations will be the
same as the existing condition, except that the railroad grade crossing will be converted
from an at grade crossing to a grade separated crossing.  The existing landscaping on
Valley View where the roadway grade is to be lowered (approximately 400 feet each way
from the underpass) will be removed with the construction and re-landscaped after the
new construction is complete.

During construction, access will be maintained to all businesses and business operations
should not change.  Short-term impacts during construction include the following:

a. Shopping center in the northwest quadrant of Valley View and Stage: Approximately
10 parking spaces will be temporarily lost during construction to allow the
construction of the detour for Valley View.  Minor parking lot-entrance modifications
will be made to fit the proposed underpass.

b. Industrial Park in the southwest quadrant of Valley View and the BNSF Railroad:
Approximately 20 parking spaces will be displaced during construction and the
primary access to the industries will be from the west.  Minor parking lot/entrance
adjustment will be made to fit the proposed underpass.

c. Industries to the southeast quadrant of Valley View and the BNSF Railroad: The
north parking lot adjacent to Valley View and BNSF will be reconstructed in the final
phase of construction to fit the proposed underpass.  To minimize the impacts
during construction, a rear access to this north parking lot should be negotiated with
the right-of-way acquisition.  On Valley View, the existing retaining walls will be
removed with a new retaining wall placed in the same location to accommodate the
underpass grade.  The primary access on the south end of the underpass will be
maintained throughout construction.

d. the Residential in the northeast quadrant of Valley View and Stage Road:  The rear
lots of several properties will be temporarily impacted by construction of the
retaining wall on Stage Road.  One rear building will need to be removed/moved/
modified during construction.
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17-74 Please see Responses to Comments 17-5, 17-11, 17-23, 17-32 and 17-62.  The proposed
project is not the overall improvement of the BNSF corridor through year 2025.  The
proposed project consists of the discrete project components defined in Chapter 3 of the
DEIR.  It is entirely appropriate for the proposed project to constitute a "program" for
purposes of the preparation of a program environmental document.  See, CEQA
Guidelines Section 15168(a).

17-75 The proposed project is not a "tier" of any other project.  It is a specific project with several
components that are interrelated by proximity and timing.  Please refer to comment letter
#6 from Southern California Associated Governments (SCAG), as well as the responses
thereto, which verify compliance with the RTP.  Just because a project is identified as a
component of the RTP does not require that all projects in the RTP be evaluated,
particularly since they are not undergoing engineering or development and are too
uncertain and speculative to allow for meaningful environmental evaluation.  See, Delmar
Terrace Conservancy Inc. v. City Council of the City of San Diego (1992) 10 Cal.4th 712,
730.  Please also see Responses to Comments 17-5 and 17-11.

17-76 As a program environmental document, the initial decision by the Lead Agency (the
Department of Transportation Division of Rail) will be to fund or not to fund the Third Main
Track for implementation.  Current State budget constraints indicate that initial funding will
be available for the southern 3-4 miles of the Third Main Track.  Accordingly, following
certification of the EIR, the Division of Rail can approve construction of this segment of
the proposed project.  All future segments and each of the grade separations must be
reexamined in the context of the certified Program EIR before they can be authorized to
proceed.  CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 and 15168 outline the procedures for such
future approvals.  In this case, future phases of the Third Main Track must be approved
by the Division of Rail.  It appears at this time that the cities of Pico Rivera, Santa Fe
Springs and La Mirada will act as CEQA Responsible Agencies for the grade separations.
Under this scenario, the Responsible Agencies must make each future decision in the
context of CEQA Guidelines Section 15096 and the above referenced Sections of the
Guidelines.  If the environmental analysis of the impacts of those future improvements in
the Program EIR is insufficient, additional CEQA review will be necessary before approval
of the phases of the proposed project involving those improvements.  Please see
Response to Comment 17-79.

17-77 Please see Responses to Comments 17-76 and 17-79.  Sufficient information is
presented in the DEIR for this stage of review under a program environmental document
in the current state of review for each project component.

17-78 Sufficient information is presented in the DEIR for this stage of review under a program
environmental document and for the current state of review for each project component.
Please see Responses to Comments 17-72, 17-76 and 17-79.
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17-79 Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, a program EIR is an EIR prepared for a series
of actions that can be characterized as one large project.  Use of a program EIR allows
a Lead Agency to characterize the overall program as the project approved at that time.
If a sufficiently comprehensive and specific program EIR is prepared, the Lead Agency
may dispense with further environmental evaluation of earlier approvals of activities within
the program that are adequately covered in the program EIR.  CEQA Guidelines Section
15168(c).  When a program EIR is used, the Lead Agency must examine activities within
the program as they come up for approval, to determine whether additional environmental
documentation is required.  If the Lead Agency determines that the activities are within
the scope of the program examined in the program EIR, that no effects that were not
examined in the program EIR could occur, and that no new information shows that new
mitigation measures or alternatives are required, the Lead Agency may approve the
activity as being within the scope of the program EIR, and no additional environmental
documentation is required. CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c)(1)(2).

At this stage of review, the program EIR relies also upon traffic management plans to
provide adequate mitigation of traffic flow impacts during construction activities.  Mitigation
measure 4.8-1 establishes a performance standard that must be met to realize a less than
significant impact on traffic during construction.  If it is determined at the time of approval
of individual project components that the standard of significance will not be met, then
subsequent environmental documentation will have to be prepared.

17-80 The DEIR contains specific impact forecasts for noise, air emissions and other
construction related impacts, to the extent that they can be quantified.  Where impacts
cannot be quantified because it is too early in the review process, performance mitigation
standards have been established which must be met, or as indicated in Responses to
Comments 17-76 and 17-79, additional environmental documentation must be prepared.

17-81 Please see Responses to Comments 17-5, 17-11, 17-23, 17-32 and 17-62.  As set forth
in those responses to comments and elsewhere, at the present time, the concept of a
fourth track is too uncertain and speculative to allow for meaningful environmental
evaluation.  Accordingly, a fourth track is not part of the proposed project.  See, No Oil,
Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974), 13 Cal.3d 68.
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17-82 CEQA guidelines do not require an EIR to forecast 20 years beyond the construction of
a proposed project as claimed in this comment.  CEQA guidelines require a project to
assess its potential traffic impacts at full-buildout. Given the nature of the proposed project
(enhancement of local circulation system by eliminating traffic delays due to trains), a 20-
year analysis would likely show that under the “Without Project” scenario, delays would
likely be worse than Year 2005.  Traffic impacts resulting from the proposed project under
2020-2025 traffic conditions would have the same effect as shown in the DEIR as the
grade separation components of the proposed project will eliminate rail-to-auto conflicts
and would have a net overall beneficial effect on the flow of traffic on the local circulation
system.  Given the above, the year 2005 was assumed to be the target year for the
various track and grade separation improvements and therefore the traffic impact forecast
addressed this date.  Note that following completion of all the grade separations the
circulation improves dramatically.  At each grade separation about three hours of delays
are eliminated.  With such circulation system improvements resulting from these project
components, the proposed project cannot contribute to any future degradation of the
circulation system which made a year 2020 evaluation a moot issue for the proposed
project.  Regardless of what happens in 2020 with traffic at these locations, the circulation
at each grade separated intersection must be better than it would otherwise be because
more than three hours of delays would be eliminated from the intersections.

17-83 Please refer to Response to Comment 17-82.  The 2005 traffic impact forecast date
remains valid because funding could be made available at any time.  However, as a
programmatic document, when funding becomes available for each grade separation and
approval of construction is considered by each jurisdiction, a subsequent environmental
determination will have to be made.  When funding becomes available for each grade
separation and that component of the program is presented for approval, the Lead Agency
must examine activities in the program to determine whether additional environmental
documentation is required.  If the Lead Agency determines that the activity is within the
scope of the program examined in the program EIR, that no effects that were not
examined in the program EIR could occur, and no new information shows that new
mitigation measures or alternatives are required (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c)(2)),
the Lead Agency may approve the activities as being within the scope of the program EIR
and no additional environmental documentation is required.  However, if the subsequent
environmental analysis concludes that additional impacts not analyzed in the program EIR
will occur or if there are other mitigation measures or alternatives that need to be
discussed, a subsequent environmental document will be prepared in conformity with
Sections 15162 and 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines.

17-84 Please see Responses to Comments 17-82 and 17-83.  As stated in Response to
Comment 17-83, funding for the yet unfunded portions of the proposed project could be
made available at any time.

17-85 Please see Responses to Comments 17-5, 17-11, 17-23, 17-32 and 17-62.  The project
description is properly limited to the improvements currently proposed for development
and reflected in the project description in the EIR.  All other improvements referred to by
the commentator are general ideas or concepts and are too uncertain and speculative to
allow for meaningful environmental evaluation.  See, No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles
(1974), 13 Cal.3d 68.
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17-86 Please see Responses to Comments 17-5, 17-11, 17-23, 17-32 and 17-62.  The project
description is properly limited to the improvements currently proposed for development
and reflected in the project description in the EIR.  All other improvements referred to by
the commentator are general ideas or concepts and are too uncertain and speculative to
allow for meaningful environmental evaluation.  See, No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles
(1974), 13 Cal.3d 68.

17-87 Please see Responses to Comments 17-5, 17-11, 17-23, 17-32 and 17-62.  Based on the
foregoing, the "other planned and proposed improvements to the larger BNSF Corridor"
referred to in this comment, are too uncertain and speculative to allow for meaningful
environmental evaluation.  See, No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974), 13 Cal.3d 68.

17-88 Please see Responses to Comments 17-5, 17-11, 17-23, 17-32 and 17-62.  The "other
rail improvement projects" referred to in this comment, are too uncertain and speculative
to allow for meaningful environmental evaluation.  See, No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles
(1974), 13 Cal.3d 68.

17-89 The Department of Transportation Division of Rail will fund the Third Main Track project
if the project is approved by the Division of Rail.  The decision whether to fund the Third
Main Track project is the discretionary act that is the basis of the project.  In addition, the
Division of Rail has also funded the engineering for the grade separations and may
provide funding for implementation of each of the grade separations in the future.
Sections 15050 and 15051 of the CEQA Guidelines indicate how a Lead Agency is to be
selected.  Section 15050 of the CEQA Guidelines states that where a project is to be
carried out or approved by more than one public agency, one public agency shall be
responsible for preparing the EIR.  This agency shall be called the Lead Agency.  Section
15051 of the CEQA Guidelines sets forth the criteria for determining the Lead Agency
where two or more public agencies will be involved with a project.  Section 15051(a)
states that if a project will be carried out by a public agency, that agency shall be the Lead
Agency even if the project would be located within the jurisdiction of another public
agency.  Section 15051(c) further states that, where upon application of the criteria for a
Lead Agency, two or more public agencies have a substantial claim to be the Lead
Agency, the agency which will act first on the project in question shall be the Lead
Agency.  The Division of Rail is the Lead Agency for the proposed project, because it is
one of several public agencies that must make a decision regarding the proposed project
and because it will act first in implementing the proposed project.  No other public agency
has expressed concern regarding Lead Agency status and each of the cities in which
grade separation projects will be implemented concurred after significant discussion in the
Division of Rail acting as the Lead Agency for preparation of the EIR.

17-90 Please see Response to Comment 17-89.  Public agencies do not have a conflict of
interest by virtue of preparing CEQA documents and making environmental determina-
tions for projects that they fund.  All public agencies in the State review their capital
improvement projects under CEQA, just as Sections 15050 and 15051 of the CEQA
Guidelines indicates when identifying the Lead Agency for public projects.  The proposed
project does not present a scenario which is any different than the typical scenario of a
public agency preparing a CEQA document for a project that it funds.
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7-91 Please see Response to Comment 17-89.  The Department of Transportation Division of
Rail is the Lead Agency for the proposed project, because it is one of several public
agencies that must make a decision regarding the proposed project and because it will
act first in implementing the proposed project.

17-92 It is difficult to understand the point made in this comment, since no delegation of Lead
Agency status has occurred.  As set forth in Response to Comment 17-89, the Depart-
ment of Transportation Division of Rail is the appropriate Lead Agency.

17-93 Please see Response to Comment 17-89.  The Department of Transportation Division of
Rail is the Lead Agency for the proposed project, because it is one of several public
agencies that must make a decision regarding the proposed project and because it will
act first in implementing the proposed project.
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17-94 Please see Response to Comment 17-89.  As Lead Agency, the Department of Trans-
portation Division of Rail has the legal obligations set forth in the California Environmental
Quality Act (the statute) and the CEQA Guideline Section 15050 of the State CEQA
Guidelines.  The Division of Rail's discharge of those obligations ensures that the
concerns set forth in this comment will not be realized.  With regard to BNSF's role in the
proposed project, please see Response to Comment 17-42.

17-95 Each affected jurisdiction made extraordinary efforts to provide information to local
citizens.  The following is a summary of these efforts:

1. A total of 10 meetings were held within Pico Rivera, Santa Fe Springs, and La
Mirada.  Six of these meetings were advertised in more than five regional and local
newspapers and more than 1,000 persons were notified of the meetings at the
request of the local citizens.

2. Three of the meetings were held before City Councils and those meetings were
advertised to the public.

3. Additional meetings were held at the request of City representatives.

4. More than 30 meetings were held with the City staff over the past two years alone,
to coordinate the engineering and environmental process to ensure that it meets the
objectives of each City.

5. More than 100 copies of the DEIR were distributed for public review; the Notice of
Preparation and the DEIR were placed on the Caltrans District 7 web site; and more
than 1,000 Notices of Availability were distributed to the public.

The review group functioned in a cohesive manner as the grade separations were
developed.  Perhaps most important is that each local jurisdiction supported the Division
of Rail as the Lead Agency.  To date, such support continues.
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17-96 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.  Please see Responses to Comments 17-89 and
17-94.  The project was assessed in accordance with the Department’s standards and
policies and Department Staff independently reviewed all published document and verified
the contents prior to public distribution.  Further, Department Staff ensured that all legal
advertising was conducted in accordance with Department policy and attended all public
meetings (eight meetings were held) to oversee direct discussions with the public.  Finally,
all responses to comments and the content of the Final EIR have been prepared, edited
and/or reviewed by Department Staff exercising their independent judgment.

17-97 Operational impact were determined to be less than significant based on detailed
quantitative field measurements and standard noise modeling.  Since operational noise
impacts were calculated to be less than significant, there is no need to examine noise
barrier walls or other measures to attenuate operational noise.

17-98 Please see Response to Comment 17-97.  Based on the foregoing, no applicable noise
threshold will be exceeded as a result of project related noise impacts. Accordingly, the
community (and not the proposed project) should examine noise attenuation alternatives
in relation to existing noise levels that exceed community thresholds, which noise levels
resulted from placing noise sensitive uses too close to the already existing track(s).  At
several of the meetings in the cities of Rico Rivera and Santa Fe Springs, local affected
residents requested that the possibility of installing a sound attenuation wall be included
in the EIR. In response to those requests, the detailed evaluation of a sound wall was
included by the Lead Agency in the Technical Appendices.  The evaluation
concluded that the height of a wall to attenuate sound at the nearest residences would
have to be between 25' and 30'. As a result of information in the Technical Appendices,
the local residents and the City Councils have sufficient information on which to decide
whether to install sound attenuation walls of sufficient height to address the existing noise
problem.  However, such a sound attenuation walls are not required for nor are they
appropriate mitigation for project-related noise impacts.

17-99 As described in Response to Comment 17-98, community impacts were clearly identified
and addressed.  For example, special noise considerations were carried out as indicated
in Response to Comment 17-98.  In addition, special reviews were conducted for potential
exposure from contaminated sites in the City of Santa Fe Springs resulting from
construction of grade separations in areas of past oil production.  In addition, impacts to
a school were given consideration in the City of Pico Rivera.  Finally, other community
impacts were given special consideration, including fugitive dust generated at the Valley
View grade separation.
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17-100 Throughout the entire engineering design and review process, only one firm raised an
issue regarding vibration effects on commercial/industrial operations.  That firm was SSDI.
The reference on page 4.9-18 regarding construction vibration impacts and vibration
sensitive facilities is directed to SSDI, because of Mr. Applebaum's input during the review
process.  An extra effort has been made to address the concerns raised by Mr.
Applebaum.

It is important to note that the proposed Third Main Track will be installed on the north side
of the main line corridor (away from SSDI), which will reduce, not increase, long term
vibration from train operations. The amount of reduction will be about 0.3 VdB on average
(please see page 4.9-18 of the DEIR). Thus, over the long-term, SSDI will experience less
vibration from train operations, regardless of volume.

The remaining issue for SSDI is the impact of vibrations from construction operations.
Several measures have been incorporated into the construction specifications for the
Valley View grade separation to reduce vibration.  The most important measure is the
installation of structural piers by use of rotary drilling techniques rather than pile driving.
The goal is to limit vibration impacts to that already experienced at the SSDI facility, based
on existing rail, truck and other construction operations. In accordance with mitigation
measure 4.9-9, this level of vibration would be determined against defined performance
standards, just prior to the time construction of the Valley View grade separation is proposed. To
conduct such a test at this stage of review would be speculative, because SSDIs
manufacturing operations may change in the future or the facility may no longer be in
production when the Valley View grade separation project is funded and considered for
actual construction.

SSDI is acknowledged to be a possible Category I land use.  The addition of the third
track on the north side of the existing tracks will shift an estimated 1/3 of rail operations
15 feet to the north and the average vibration generation point by about 7.5 feet away
from SSDI.  Except for the very rare possibility (once every 56 days, on average) of three
trains passing SSDI simultaneously which could increase vibration velocities by +2 VdB.
(See response to comment Buena Park EIR meeting, #30 which demonstrates that the
probability of three trains passing a single point simultaneously is about one event every
56 days.)  Otherwise, project implementation will create vibration levels that are no greater
than, and generally less, than that experienced under existing conditions.  The amount
of reduction will be about 0..3 VdB on average (please refer to page 4.9-18 of the EIR).
Thus, over the long-term, SSDI will experience less vibration from train operations,
regardless of volume.

Based on the review in the Draft EIR from the project’s noise/vibration expert, Dr. Hans
Giroux, the long-term vibration effects on SSDI will be reduced as outlined above.  The
short-term vibration effects will be controlled to not exceed existing thresholds that will be
measured and used in the contract stipulations prior to a decision being made to proceed
with the Valley View grade separation.  An adequate project level analysis of the vibration
analysis have been completed for this stage of the project review and under the
programmatic concept in CEQA, the additional data can and will be gathered prior to the
project being approved for construction by the cities of Santa Fe Springs and La Mirada.
The net effect is to conduct the construction activities in a manner that will not significantly
disrupt or disturb the SSDI operations.
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17-101 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation
decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the proposed
project to be implemented.  Page 18 of Appendix 8.5 states specifically that the vibration
impact criteria for “precision manufacturing or research” is 65 VdB for both infrequent and
frequent events.  However, implementation of the third main track component of the
project will not change the vibration level, and may even cause a small decrease.  SSDI
has located its facilities within an area of existing substantial train vibration impacts
(exceeds 65 VdB), and presumably, to maintain operations, SSDI has installed vibration
suppression equipment in order to operate successfully.  Otherwise, the SSDI facility may
be a manufacturing facility, but it cannot qualify as sensitive because the existing
background vibration exceeds 65 VdB.  Project implementation will not increase the
number of vibration events or their magnitude. CEQA significance criteria are based upon
changes in severity (frequency or magnitude) of an effect from existing conditions.  There
are no substantial changes that will be experienced by this facility.  Thus, as noted in
previous comments, the project’s impact on SSDI is forecast to be nonsignificant and no
quantitative data have been presented that contradicts the findings in the document.
Further, a program has been established to control vibration during construction so that
it will not significantly exceed the current exposure at the project site.

As noted in previous responses comments, including Response to Comment 17-100, the
proposed project's impact on SSDI is forecast to be non-significant and no quantitative
data has been presented that contradicts the findings in the DEIR. A review by the
vibration expert for the proposed project verifies that the overall vibration from operations
will be reduced with the Third Main Track, relative to the existing condition.  Further, a
program has been established to measure vibration during construction against a defined
performance standard, so that it will not exceed the current exposure at the project site.

17-102 Please see Responses to Comments 17-100 and 17-101.  Based on the foregoing,
neither short-term nor long-term vibration impacts will exceed current exposure at the
project site

a. Vibration levels substantially exceeding 65 VdB (Category I standard) exists at
present and would have existed before SSDI began its operations at this site due
to rail operations having occurred along this alignment since the turn of the 20th

Century.

b. Project implementation will not increase the severity or frequence of vibration levels
exceeding the 65 VdB criterion except for a few minutes per year.

Thus, this issue is properly quantified and addressed in the Draft EIR.
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17-103 Please see Responses to Comments 17-100 and 17-101.  As indicated on page 4.9-17
of the DEIR, the existing vibration velocity at SSDI was shown by the model to be
somewhere between 72 and 78 VdB, based on the location of the SSDI facility within
100-200 feet of the existing main line tracks. Further, transient or infrequent vibration at
the project site may be exposed to 80 VdB.  The existing vibration setting already exceeds
the Category 1 "ground-borne vibration and noise impact criteria."  In addition, as shown
in the DEIR (Page 4.9-18 and Appendix 8.5), operational vibration will be reduced at the
SSDI facility with the installation of the Third Main Track, by an estimated .3 to .4 VdB on
average. Accordingly, the proposed project will improve the background vibration
exposure over the long-term. In addition, during construction (over the short-term), the
agencies will maintain vibrations within the background conditions at the time construction
is initiated. This will be accomplished within the framework of mitigation measure 4.9-9
and the mitigation monitoring and reporting program which will be considered by the
Division of Rail before making a decision on the proposed project.

The FTA methodology was applied to all identified land use categories along the
alignment which were presumed to Category II (residential) or Category III (industrial)
uses based upon visual inspection by the noise/vibration consultant.  Please see pages
17-19 of Appendix 8.5 detailing the use of the FTA Manual and its application to this
project.

The existence of this Category I use was unknown based on the type of structure and
location.  As noted above, there are no significant impacts to SSDI because there will be
a net migration of vibration generation away from the facility with installation of the third
main track.  As indicated on page 4.9-17 of the Draft EIR,  the vibration velocity at SSDI
was shown by the model to be somewhere between 72 and 78 VdB, based on the location
of the SSDI facility within 100-200 feet of the existing main line tracks.  Further, transient
or infrequent vibration at the project site may be exposed to 80 VdB.  In other words, the
FTA criterion is irrelevant at this site because the existing vibration setting already
exceeds the Category 1 “ground-borne vibration and noise impact criteria.”  The fact that
SSDI can successfully operate at the existing background level of vibration clearly
indicates that the vibration is already sufficiently suppressed in the facility or the Category
1 criterion does not apply to SSDI.  Otherwise, the facility would already have had to
relocate to avoid the existing background vibration condition.

17-104 Please see Responses to Comments 17-100, 17-101 and 17-103.  The text of the Final
EIR will be corrected to identify SSDI as a Category 1 use.  The Draft PEIR acknowledges
on page 4.9-18 that there is a potential for adverse construction activity vibration impacts
from equipment such as pile drivers.  Existing vibration levels at the SSDI facility from the
current train passages are 75-78 VdB (150 feet to track centerline).

The nearest point of underpass construction operations that will use large equipment is
about 225 feet from SSDI.  The construction activity vibration levels, as determined from
Table 12-2 of the FTA Guidelines are as follows (VdB):



Responses to Comment Letter #17 (continued)

17-104 (cont.)

Pile Drive (impact) - maximum 93 VdB
- typical 85 VdB

Pile Driver (sonic) - maximum 86 VdB
- typical 74 VdB

Excavator 75 VdB
Large Bulldozer 68 VdB
Caisson Drilling 68 VdB
Loaded Trucks 67 VdB
Jackhammer 60 VdB

Because impact and sonic pile drivers could exceed the current background vibration, the
construction specifications require caisson drilling to replace pile driving activities at Valley
View.  Modification of the construction techniques and/or scheduling activities to less
sensitive time periods, clearly can reduce vibration impacts to levels no greater than
currently accommodated by SSDI operations
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17-105 As the previous responses to comments, including the Responses to Comments 17-100,
17-101 and 17-103 indicate, the statements made in this comment are not accurate.  The
analysis of vibration impact is adequate and only one correction is required to the text of
the final EIR (please see Response to Comment 17-104).  The appropriate thresholds
have been applied and have been determined to already be exceeded.  Accordingly, there
can be no adverse impact if operational vibrations are reduced relative to the existing
condition and construction vibrations are held below those already experienced at the site.
The project impact forecast integrates all known vibration sources into the impact forecast.
Mitigation is not required for long-term, operational impacts since vibration from train
operations will be lowered and appropriate mitigation has been identified for short-term
construction impacts.

The only potentially significant construction activity vibration impact is shown in response
to comment 71-104 to be due to pile driving activities.  Avoidance of pile driving would
maintain vibration levels at less than existing conditions.  Thus, mitigation measure 4.9-10
is clearly feasible and reasonable.  As the previous responses to comments indicate, the
conclusions contained in this comment are not accurate.  The analysis of vibration impact
is adequate, only one correction is required to the text; the appropriate thresholds have
been applied and determined to already be exceeded, and there can be no adverse
impact if operational vibrations are reduced relative to the existing condition and
construction vibrations are held below those already experienced at the site. 

17-106 CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 requires that all mitigation measures must be "fully
enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments."
The actions required pursuant to mitigation measure 4.9-8 will be incorporated into the
contractor's contract and failure to perform can either lead to penalties or to termination
of the contract.  Accordingly, mitigation measure 4.9-8 complies with CEQA Guidelines,
because it is enforceable through the construction contract, which is a legally binding
agreement.  In addition, please refer to the mitigation monitoring and reporting program,
which identifies the process for each agency, to ensure that mitigation measures can and
will be enforced.  In addition, please note that in response to concerns expressed by SSDI
representatives, the design engineers have already incorporated construction techniques
in the contract stipulations to reduce vibration. This includes phasing construction
activities and using drilling techniques to install the piers that are required to support
structures associated with the Valley View grade separation. Finally, if the construction
measures cannot be implemented to the extent that vibrations are reduced to a level that
does not exceed existing levels of vibration, the agency considering approval of the grade
separation project will have to conduct additional environmental review in accordance with
the programmatic review procedures described in Sections 15162 and 15168 of the
CEQA Guidelines.  Therefore, mitigation measure 4.9-8 is a proper, enforceable mitigation
measure.  Please also see Responses to Comments 17-100, 17-101 and 17-103.
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17-106 (cont.)
The conclusion in this comment is also inaccurate for several reasons.  The incentive to
comply with mitigation is that it is incorporated into the contractor’s contract and failure to
perform can either lead to penalties or to termination of the contract.  So there will be
incentive.  Please refer to the mitigation monitoring and reporting program which identifies
the process for each agency to ensure that mitigation measures can and will be mitigated.
Also, note that in response to concerns expressed by SSDI representatives, the design
engineers already incorporated construction techniques in the contract stipulations to
reduce vibration.  This includes phasing construction activities and using drilling techni-
ques to install the piers that are required to support structures associated with the Valley
View grade separation.  If the construction measures cannot be implemented to the extent
that vibrations are reduced to a level that does not exceed existing levels of vibration, the
agency considering approval of the grade separation project will have to conduct follow-on
environmental review in accordance with programmatic review procedures outlined in
Sections 15162 and 15168 of the State CEQA Guidelines.  Until specific details of
construction are finalized as the construction contract is authorized, including background
vibration conditions at the time the contract is considered, the performance standard
mitigation contained in measure 4.9-8.  Finally, Mitigation measure 4.9-1 will be modified
to add “emergencies and/or for public convenience or secondary impact reduction.”  This
will allow for nocturnal roadway closure while leaving the road open during peak travel,
and to accommodate unique noise or vibration sensitivity such as SSDI.

17-107 Please see Responses to Comments 17-100, 17-101, 17-103, 17-105 and 17-106.
Contrary to the statements made in this comment, the DEIR clearly concludes that there
will be no long-term significant vibratory impact associated with the implementation of the
Third Main Track project.  In fact, the data indicates that long-term vibration will actually
decrease at the SSDI facility and at other locations there will be no significant impact.  The
potential exists for short-term significant vibratory impacts.  However, mitigation is
identified and will be implemented that can ensure that the existing vibration levels are not
exceeded.  As noted in previous responses to comments, including the Response to
Comment 17-100, drilling instead of pile-driving has already been identified for imple-
mentation at the Valley View grade separation, which is near the SSDI facility.  Finally, if
measures are not available as defined before construction begins (in the construction
contract), then an additional environmental document will have to be prepared.  Mitigation
measure 4.9-9 clearly requires control of vibration impacts.

As noted, there is no long-term significant vibratory impact.  In fact, the data indicate that
long-term vibration will decrease at the SSDI facility and at other locations there will be
no significant impact.  Also as noted above, drilling instead of pile-driving has already
been identified for implementation at Valley View near SSDI.  If measures are not
available as defined before construction begins (in the construction contract), then a
second-tier environmental document will have to be prepared.  The temporary relocation
of an affected use is considered a measure of last resort that would be utilized only if
other measure do not work. As noted in response to comment 17-105, mitigation not
requiring relocation is considered reasonable and feasible for the SSDI location.  Thus,
the mitigation is considered clear and consistent in requiring control of vibration impacts.
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17-108 As noted in previous responses to comments, including Response to Comment 17-100,
pile driving can create significant vibration impacts.  Drilling to install foundation piers
instead of pile driving can eliminate this impact.  In addition, activities that do not generate
noise, such as rolling for compaction, can be used instead of compactors.  Finally, due
to the presence of large trucks delivering material, maintaining the road without potholes
prevents jolting which adds to localized vibration. Should night time construction be
required for a specific circumstance and should the activity not generate noise (as
opposed to vibration), an exception could be made for night time construction activity with
appropriate performance standards, such as no sensitive noise receptors affected by the
project or controlling noise at the nearest sensitive receptor to a level below the existing
background sound level.  Additional measures that could be taken include the use of
sound barriers, vibration barriers or other measures.  Mitigation measures 4.9-8, 4.9-9 and
4.9-10 establish performance standards that must be met or additional environmental
review must be conducted pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 and 15168.

Also, this comment focuses on specifics rather than the requirement to accomplish the
mitigation, regardless.  The three mitigation measures that will mitigate impacts from
vibration to less-than-significant levels during construction are fully consistent with Section
12.2.3 of Attachment F provided by the commentor.  The FTA guidelines suggest:

a. Design consideration and layout (operation away from sensitive uses, where
feasible).

b. Sequence operations (perform operations linearly instead of in parallel, and operate
at the least sensitive time periods).

c. Alternative construction methods (drilled or vibrated piles, reduce impact/drop during
demolition).

Measures 4.9-8, 4.9-9 and 4.9-10 are clearly consistent with the FTA Guidelines. For
example, pile driving is often a 24-hour activity; drilling to install foundation piers instead
of pile driving can eliminate this impact; activities that do not generate noise, such as
rolling for compaction can be used instead of compactors; and due to the presence of
large trucks delivering material, maintaining the road without potholes prevents jolting
which adds to localized vibration. Should night time construction be required for a specific
circumstance and should the activity not generate noise, as opposed to vibration, an
exception could be made to the night-time construction activity.  These are specific
actions that could and, if necessary, would be taken to reduce noise/vibration.  Additional
measures include use of sound barriers; vibration barriers; or other measures.  Bottom
line, the mitigation measure establishes a performance standard that must be met or
subsequent environmental documentation must be prepared.

17-109 Please see Response to Comment 17-106.  If mitigation is not successful, then either
alternative mitigation may be imposed or a finding of significant impact has to be made.
Relocation of a business may be one of the mitigation alternatives considered as
discussed above in Response to Comment 17-108; but only if justified by the construction
activities that generate vibration or noise. Stop work provisions would be included in the
contract stipulations in accordance with the mitigation monitoring and reporting program.
Mitigation must be funded, or additional environmental documentation must be provided
as previously described.
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17-110 Please see Responses to Comments 17-100, 17-101, 17-103, 17-106, 17-107, 17-108
and 17-109.  As the previous responses to comments demonstrate, no significant vibra-
tion or noise impacts will result from implementation of the proposed project with
implementation of the mitigation measures contained in the DEIR.

17-111 This comment takes out of context mitigation measure 4.6-4.  The primary mitigation
measure is measure 4.6-3, which requires the preparation and implementation of a road
operation management plan that will ensure emergency access will be available during
construction.  Mitigation measure 4.6-4 is required to minimize the need to prepare and
implement such plans.  These two measures interact to reduce, to the extent feasible, the
overall hazards associated with project construction activities which will occur within road
rights-of-way.
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17-112 Please see Responses to Comments 17-108 and 17-111.  All of the mitigation measures
are feasible and will be implemented as performance standards.

17-113 Please refer to the mitigation monitoring and reporting program.  None of the measures
are voluntary.  All mitigation measures are required to be implemented as described in
previous responses to comments, including Response to Comment 17-106.

17-114 CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 addresses the requirement for mitigation.  Mitigation
cannot be deferred to a later date and, as a result, mitigation measures for potential
significant impacts must address future actions by other responsible agencies.  In this
case, performance standards have been established in mitigation measures contained in
the DEIR and the responsible agencies must implement these measures or prepare
additional environmental documentation.  The identified mitigation measures have been
revised to provide for implementation by the agency implementing the Passons Boulevard
grade separation.

17-115 Please see Response to Comment 17-114.  The language of the mitigation measure has
been revised to state that the measure shall be implemented by the agency implementing
the Passons Boulevard grade separation.  At the time this measure was developed, BNSF
was the likely entity to oversee construction of the Passons Boulevard grade separation.
However, the City of Pico Rivera is now likely to implement the Passons Boulevard grade
separation, either on its own or in conjunction with the City of Santa Fe Springs. 
Accordingly, mitigation measure XII.c.1 of the Initial Study is feasible, was thoroughly
discussed with the City and school district, and can fully offset the potential effects to the
school from installing the Passons Boulevard grade separation. 

17-116 The school district will determine whether property that can be offered is acceptable and
feasible, as is appropriate.  The reason for the either/or measure is that it is not yet clear
whether and how much of the adjacent apartment property will have to be acquired in
support of the Passons Boulevard grade separation.  If acreage from the apartment site
is available, then ownership of it can be transferred to the school district to fulfill this
mitigation measure.  If the apartment site is not available, then mitigation will be accom-
plished by providing additional school playground facilities.  The criteria that will be used
by the school district is the amount of equipment required to offset the loss of a portion
of the school property for recreation purposes for the existing student population. Either
measure can be implemented and both are acceptable to the Pico Rivera School District.
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17-117 Mitigation measure 4.5-9 (renumbered to read measure 4.5-10) applies to the subsidence
issue.  In addition, UBC design requirements, which are performance standards, must be
implemented for potential subsidence impacts that are regional in character.  Please note
that the proposed project does not cause this potential impact, but is subject to regional
subsidence as a regional design constraint associated with ongoing oil production.  The
design performance standard controlling subsidence issues is contained in mitigation
measure 4.5-7, which requires the facility to withstand geotechnical hazards, including
subsidence, with "minor non-structural" damage, with the facility remaining operational or
safe or suitable for quick restoration of service.  To clarify this issue, the subsidence
constraint (reference to regional subsidence as an issue) will be specifically added to
mitigation measures 4.5-7, 4.5-9 and renumbered mitigation measure 4.5-10.

17-118 This comment fails to identify the referenced "issues" and "information".  The DEIR
adequately analyzes a full range of project-related impacts and identifies all reasonable
and feasible mitigation which may be necessary to mitigate those impacts to below a level
of significance.
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17-119 The DEIR contains an analysis of the future "with project conditions" which examines
future traffic projections based on the installation of grade separations.  At this time, there
is no basis other than speculation, for concluding that circulation patterns and traffic flow
would change as a result of implementing the grade separations.  Background growth was
factored into the circulation system analysis and this represents the only reliable,
quantifiable method of making an impact forecast regarding the effect of the seven grade
separations on the local circulation system.  Any assumptions about large-scale changes
in traffic flow on the circulation system would be speculative because there is no rational
basis for reallocating trips from other roads to the future grade separated roads.  Further,
there is no evidence beyond speculation in this comment, that the predicted flow of traffic
on the local circulation system will in fact be redirected as a result of installing the grade
separations.

17-120 The Initial Study contains an error.  The text for this section was in error and did not reflect
the finding in the Checklist which showed the odor issue as having no impact.  The project
will not generate any odors that are not already part of the existing environmental setting.
Specifically, the odor from gasoline and diesel fuel combustion is ubiquitous along the
proposed third main track alignment.  With some exceptions this occurs because the
project alignment is mostly located within industrial areas (some residential areas
obviously occur along this alignment).  Since these short-term air emissions will be a small
part of a very large background of vehicle combustion emissions, no adverse odor impact
was envisioned as occurring.  The text of the Initial Study will be revised to reflect this
finding.  Note that since rail operations will not change as a direct result of this project, no
change in emissions and odors associated with long-term train operations is forecast to
occur from project implementation.  Further, elimination of idling at the current at-grade
crossings will likely reduce combustion odors at each of the grade separations over the
long-term.

17-121 The maintenance of emergency access is addressed as part of the discussion regarding
emergency response plans or emergency evacuation plans on page 4.6-13 of the DEIR.
Mitigation measure 4.6-4 specifically addresses emergency access for emergency
response providers.  A performance standard of maintaining access at a level sufficient
to meet the needs of these emergency response providers is established in this mitigation
measure.  Please refer to the mitigation monitoring and reporting program, which requires
emergency access requirements to be approved as part of a traffic management plan that
must be approved by emergency response providers.  Please also refer to mitigation
measure 4.8-1, which requires the submittal of a construction traffic management plan.
It is required that the emergency response access be included as part of this construction
traffic management plan which, as stated above, must be reviewed and approved by
emergency response providers in each jurisdiction where the flow of traffic may be
affected by project construction activities.  To further clarify this issue, emergency
response access information in the construction traffic management plan will be more
specifically incorporated into mitigation measure 4.6-4.
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17-122 In response to this comment, following is an examination of the issues raised in the Initial
Study Environmental Checklist Form regarding land use:  First, is this project consistent
with each jurisdiction's general plan?  Yes, it is.  The proposed project is also consistent
and supportive of the RTP and the AQMP.  Second, will this project cause a significant
conflict with any land use plan, policy or regulation?  No, it will not.  Third, will the
proposed project conflict with any habitat conservation plan?  No, it will not.  Perhaps
more fundamentally, none of the uses at any location will be altered by the proposed
project.  The railroad tracks will remain in use in accordance with transportation land use
designations in each general plan and efficiency and safety along the 14.7-mile stretch
of the BSNF main line between Basta and Hobart, will be enhanced by the proposed
project.  The existing roadways, which incur significant daily delays due to at-grade
crossings, will be improved and circulation will be improved into the long-term future.
Finally, only a few existing land uses will be altered as a result of the proposed project and
those alterations will occur as a result of acquisition of property to support the grade
separations and one property to support the Third Main Track.  All of those acquisitions
are clearly identified in the DEIR.  As indicated in previous responses to comments, the
proposed project will not cause significant noise, vibration or air quality impacts or conflict
with existing land uses, based on implementation of identified mitigation.  The data in the
DEIR supports the finding that no significant land use impacts or conflicts will result from
implementing the proposed project.

17-123 Please see previous responses to comments, including Responses to Comments 17-5,
17-11, 17-23, 17-32 and 17-62, which demonstrate that no other projects are required to
be considered along with the proposed project.  Because no other projects are required
to be considered along with the proposed project, "additive impacts" are not relevant to
consideration of the DEIR.
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17-124 Please see previous responses to comments, including Responses to Comments 17-5,
17-11, 17-23, 17-32 and 17-62, which demonstrate that no other projects are required to
be considered along with the proposed project.  This is a specific project being proposed
for implementation by the Department of Transportation Division of Rail.  The project
components of the proposed project are being considered in a Program EIR because it
is the appropriate CEQA document to address the impacts being considered by the Lead
Agency and Responsible Agencies.  The RTP EIR was not addressed because it did not
contain any specific data regarding the implementation of the specific components of the
project.

17-125 The statements in this comment are inaccurate.  The source of funding for the project is
State funds.
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17-126 The source of funding for the project is State funds.
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17-127 The Lead Agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is
added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public
review, but before certification (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5).  "Significant new
information" requiring recirculation includes information showing that (1) a new significant
environmental impact will result from the project or from a new mitigation measure
proposed to be implemented, (2) a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental
impact would result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a
level of insignificance, (3) a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably
different from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts
of the project, but the project proponents decline to adopt it and (4) the DEIR was so
fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public
review and comment were precluded.  See, Laurel Heights Improvement Association v.
Regents of University of California (1993) 6 Cal.4th 11, 12.  In the present case, no
significant new information has arisen that alters the environmental analysis contained in
the DEIR.  Therefore, the Lead Agency is not required to recirculate the DEIR for further
public review.

17-128 This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division
of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented.  In accordance with this request, future communi-
cation will be transmitted to SSDI as requested.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
PUBLIC MEETING COMMENTS

CITY OF BUENA PARK
APRIL 29, 2003

1. Joni Talley comments: Is this a done deal?  What is the purpose of us voicing our opinion?

Response: Tom Dodson at the meeting explained the purpose of this meeting and the
process in which the document has to go through.  In summary, the purpose
of the public meeting was not to express any opinion about approval or denial
of the proposed project identified in the Draft PEIR.  The purpose is to receive
comments on the content of the Draft PEIR to ensure that all pertinent
information required to make a final decision on whether to implement the
project.  The decision will be made at a later date by Caltrans Division of Rail.

2. Joni Talley comment: Who is funding this project?

Response: Ken Galt at the meeting explained that Caltrans is funding the project
according to State objectives providing alternatives to public transportation in
accordance to the statewide goals of transportation.

3. Joni Talley comment:  I am opposed to the trains being located any closer to my home.  I just
bought a home in the University Gables Community.  At our last monthly meeting, it was
mentioned that the owners of the railroad are proposing adding a third track on the north side.
Too much dust and noise pollution would be the result.  Also too much vibration.  Is this
inevitable?

Response: Tom Dodson at the meeting explained that the tracks will be one foot closer
to Ms. Talley’s home after construction is completed.  This comment is noted
and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation Division of Rail
decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to allow the
proposed project to be implemented. The comment regarding dust, noise
pollution and vibration is noted.  The detailed discussion of dust issues is
provided in Subchapter 4.2 and the discussion of noise and vibration is
provided in Subchapter 4.9 of the Draft PEIR.

4. Daphne McLean comments: The exhaust comes into my home, more from some trains than
others.  Is there any way you can put a dome on the wall so that we don’t get the noise and
pollution exhaust?  Some trains seem to have more exhaust than other’s.  Why?

Response: John Fleming at the meeting stated that each train has to meet federal
standards for air emissions.  This comment references existing operations that
residents already experience.  Particulate emissions from burning diesel fuel
do vary depending upon whether a train is “at speed” or is accelerating,
otherwise the trains should all meet the federal standard.  The proposed
project will not cause a “significant” change in the noise and pollution exhaust
already impacting the project alignment.  Therefore, no sound wall is pro-
posed.  Please refer to the sound wall technical study provided in Volume 2
of the Draft PEIR.  This study, “Noise Barrier Analysis,” indicates that in order
to attenuate sound levels to acceptable residential levels, a sound wall of
20-30 feet would have to be installed.  Because the proposed project will not
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cause any change in train operations and will not cause a significant change
in noise or vibration levels (the project’s impact is essentially undetectable by
humans), no sound wall will be installed in by this project. 

5. Daphne McLean comment: Can you lower the train?

. Response: John Fleming explained at the meeting that it is very expensive to lower the
train; it is not cost effective.  Further, that is not part of the proposed project.
If it were considered as an alternative, the impacts of digging the trench
necessary to lower the train tracks would cause significant environmental
impacts during and construction and over the long-term even though noise
would be reduced air emissions would now be at ground level and substantial
areas would have to be acquired along the track alignment to provide sufficient
area to install a lowered set of tracks.  Thus, even though it might be
technically feasible to lower the train tracks, the impacts of doing so would
cause substantially greater environmental effects.

6. Daphne McLean comment: How about a dome type windshield?

Response: John Fleming explained that he had never heard of putting a dome on a wall
to decrease noise or pollution.  Nor have we tried this idea.  Please refer to
response to comment #4 above for additional information.   Tom Dodson
asked Ken Galt if there are funds set aside to address this question?  Ken
responded:  No.  On the federal level more efficient trains are being built.
Electric trains have there own set of problems.  Initially we may solve your
problem but it may cause problems in another areas.

7. Daphne McLean comments: We are in a floodplain.  Will this project affect this?

Response: John Fleming explained that the proposed project will not increase the
drainage or the vibration.  Adequate drainage facilities will be provided for the
new rail project to ensure that it does not cause any flood hazards.  Detailed
drainage plans have been developed all along the third main track and they
have been summarized in the Draft PEIR.  The actual drainage plans were
provided for review and are available as part of the Draft PEIR.

8. Daphne McLean comment:  In L.A. the tracks are grade separated with a dome on top.

Response: John Fleming explained that this may be something to look at in the future.  In
further response, this option is not considered to be an alternative for the
proposed project for the reasons outlined above in response to comment #5.

9. Daphne McLean comment: Where was the vibration measured, what city or location?

Response: Tom Dodson explained that the noise measurements were taken in Pico
Rivera.  However, the vibration effects were modeled using established
modeling procedures for railroads.  This information is summarized in
Subchapter 4.9 of the Draft PEIR and provided in more detail in Subchapter
8.5 of the Draft PEIR.
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10. Rosa Newton-Mares comments: Will the third main track increase the vibration in University
Gables?  We are in a flood zone and since Metrolink has changed the grading in the area,
it seems that the vibration has increased.

Response: Adjacent to University Gables the trains will be one foot closer than at present.
The noise and vibration effect from this small change in track location will not
be audible or noticeable to humans.  The comment regarding changes in
vibration due to Metrolink is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of
Transportation decision-makers for consideration before project approval is
made to allow the proposed project to be implemented.  This information
should also be made available to Metrolink, either directly or through the City.

11. Sammy Alqais comment: Why not add more height to the existing walls for the community?
This might eliminate some of the noise and pollution.

Response: Tom Dodson explained that the reason the project will not alter the height of
the existing walls is that the data show there is no audible change in the noise
from implementing the proposed project.  Because of the existing adverse
noise setting, the local residents or the University may choose to modify the
wall height.

12. Sammy Alqais comment: Any chance that the City of Buena Park or the Railroad company
be considerate to build a higher wall or increase the height of the existing sound wall?

Response: The proposed third rail project component is being funded by the State
Department of Transportation.  Unless a nexus (connection) can be demon-
strated between the proposed project and a significant adverse impact, public
funds cannot be used to fund an improvement, such as a modified sound wall.
What this means is that public funds cannot be used to correct an existing
noise problem, this is probably a responsibility of the builders of the sub-
division.

13. Rosa Newton-Mares comment: How do you measure the noise level and after your have
looked at the data, what measuring level do you use?

Response: Tom Dodson explained that according to our measurements local residents
will not notice a change in the noise level.  Subchapters 4.9 and 8.5 of the
Draft PEIR provide the detailed information requested in this comment.  Simply
stated, a noise monitoring device was set up at three different locations
adjacent to the existing BNSF main tracks and measured sound levels over
a 24-hour period.  The 24-hour background integrated noise level ranged
between 74 and 78 dBA CNEL community noise level.  This background
sound level is compared to the significance threshold and determined to be
above the 65 dBA CNEL level considered suitable for a noise sensitive use
such as a residence.  However, the proposed third main track will result in
modifying this background sound level by less than 1 decibel adjacent to the
main line track corridor.  Since this change is inaudible to the human ear, the
impact of this project was determined to cause a less than significant change
in the noise environment adjacent to the tracks.
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14. Deborah Diep comment: The community of University Gables knew about the trains and the
Metrolink before they moved in but the sound walls vary in different areas.  Who is respon-
sible for judging the height of the wall?

Response: Councilman Art Brown of the City of Buena Park explained that Cal State
Fullerton was the builder of the subdivision.  They are responsible, but he will
go check the data.  The entity that obtained or granted the entitlements to
build the subdivision should have included sufficient setbacks or a sound wall
of sufficient height to provide an acceptable noise environment in the Univer-
sity Gables residences.  It is that entity that should be approached to solve the
noise problems associated with proximity to existing rail operations.

15. Cliff Cramp comment:  We all knew about Metrolink the wall was the same on both sides.
Areas on the south side of the fence are only 4 feet high, who is responsible for the grading?

Response: Councilman Art Brown that the Metrolink site will be graded down and you can
go to the City Public Works Department and see what elevation it will be when
the project is completed.

16. Sammy Alqais commented: The Metrolink grading has nothing to do with the third main track?

Response: Tom Dodson explained that the Metrolink project is not part of this project and
will be carried out after the third main track is installed.

17. Cliff Cramp comment: Will all the tracks be replaced when they put in the third one?  Will they
flatten out the grade?  The train really leans in that area.

Response: John Fleming explained that the pitch of the tracks will not change.  The super
elevation is incorporated into the tracks so that the train will not fall off the
track going around the curve at the location of concern.  Because of the
unusual circumstances at this curve location, all three tracks will be
reconstructed to allow them to be installed within the right-of-way.  The grade
of all three tracks cannot be flatted as explained by Mr. Fleming due to the
need to match the track design with design speeds through this segment of
the main line corridor.

18. Deborah Diep comment: What procedure was done to let the people know this meeting was
happening?

Response: Tom Dodson explained at the meeting that notices were provided in all of the
local newspapers and the cities provided local notification of the meeting.

19. Deborah Diep comment: How about adding trees and shrubs on the south side to cut the
noise?

Response: No landscaping can be installed within BNSF right-of-way.  Landscaping
cannot be placed within the BNSF right-of-way by regulation, which requires
control of vegetation adjacent to tracks to minimize safety hazards.  Individual
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homeowners could install vegetation on their property line adjacent to the track
to reduce noise.  However, note that even thick vegetation provides only a few
decibels of sound attenuation.

20. Deborah Diep comment: The wall at University Gables - south side is only 4 feet tall at the
low point - does not provide privacy, noise reduction or decrease air pollution.

Response: This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Trans-
portation Division of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project
approval is made to allow the proposed project to be implemented.  Please
refer to response to comment #14 above for additional information regarding
this issue.

21. Deborah Diep comment: People on the track side hop the wall and walk through University
Gables.

Response: John Fleming explained at the meeting that during the project construction
BNSF will have security patrols to control trespass from the track corridor.

22. Chad Briggs comment: The University Gables Association would appreciate one hard copy
of both volumes of the Draft EIR.

Response: A copy is to made available to the Association through the City of Buena Park.

23. Steve Labra comment: Did not sign in or did he fill out a comment card.  His verbal comment
stated that Mr. Dodson said that as the number of trains increase the noise would increase.
Who is responsible for the number of trains and the amount of noise the increase of train
traffic will make?

Response: Ken Galt explained at the meeting that the State and the County are not in
control of the number of trains that use the corridor.  The railroad controls the
tracks and they have to provide capacity for all trains that choose to use the
corridor under interstate commerce regulations.

24. Rose Newton-Mares comments: You are adding decibels by adding more tracks and trains.

Response: Tom Dodson explained at the meeting that adding tracks does not necessarily
result in adding decibels.  Depending on location relative to the new track,
closer or further, some additional noise may occur at that location, i.e. the
project would be adding sound.  But this increase is not enough to be detected
by the human ear.  On the site away from the new track, sound levels would
actually decrease relative to the existing environmental setting.  This project
will not add trains, but new trains would add to the noise energy within the
train corridor.  However, the increase in sound would be much less than might
be imagined because it would require a doubling of train traffic (from 100 to
200 trains) to increase the CNEL sound level by 5 decibels.

25. Kaylene Carr comments: I can’t open my windows because of the pollution - I have allergies
because of the train emissions.  I only live a few feet from the wall and the train - vibration
concerns me - we have trouble with people walking on the track - will there be safety
measures taken during the construction - I am concerned about my privacy and safety - you
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can answer later.  Very concerned about the vibration it seems to have increased since the
Metrolink project started.  Will this project increase the vibration?

Response: This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of
Transportation Division of Rail decision-makers for consideration before
project approval is made to allow the proposed project to be implemented.
Please refer to response to comment #21 above.  Security patrols will be
carried out during construction to control theft and illegal trespass.  Vibration
change related to installing the third main track will be unmeasurable because
the new tracks will only be 1 foot closer than present conditions which will not
measurably change vibration or noise at the nearest residences. 

26. Kaylene Carr comment: What guarantee is there that train traffic will not increase?

Response: There is no guarantee that train traffic will not increase in the future.  Such
increase in train traffic will be in response to commercial demand for freight
and passenger movement in the future.  Also, train traffic can increase now
without implementation of the proposed project.  Rail traffic is required to be
accommodated where capacity exists in order to meet interstate commerce
regulations.

27. Kaylene Carr comment: What measures would be taken to ensure privacy and safety during
construction?

Response: Please refer to response to comment #25.  Security patrols will be used to
control illegal activities during construction.

28. Kaylene Carr comment:  Near University Gables how is the traffic on the track going to flow?

Response: The point of this comment is not totally clear.  However, after the third main
track is installed, rail traffic will be controlled by the existing dispatch system
and all three tracks can be used for west or east bound train traffic based on
track availability at any given time.

29. Kaylene Carr comment:  How will it change compared to how it is now?

Response: Train traffic is presently assigned to one of the two existing tracks by a
dispatcher based on availability of a track at the time a train requests to use
it.  This circumstance will not change other than another track will be available
for use.

30. Three trains, moving at 40 mph each all on the track near University Gables at the same time
will increase the noise and vibration significantly and increase the deterioration of the
structure of my house.

Response: This comment was given to the project noise/vibration consultant, Hans
Giroux, to address.  He responded as follows: Vibration effects of multiple
trains passing a given point are presumed to add logarithmically similarly to
noise levels in the air.  The mathematical expression for “n” simultaneous
trains passing a given point is as follows (VdB is vibration velocity, re: 1-micro-
inch/second):
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VdB (n) = VdB(1) + 10* log (n)

For two trains in simultaneous passage, the increase in vibration level is
+3VdB.  For three simultaneous trains, the increase is +5VdB.  Close to the
tracks, multiple passages may have a perceptible impact to an observer.
Farther from the tracks, neither the vibration from a single train, or from
several simultaneous trains, is perceptible.

The probability of multiple trains passing a given point is presumed to be
quasi-random.  For existing conditions, 50 trains were assumed traveling in
each direction.  A duration of one minute of passage per train (longer for a
freight and shorter for passenger service) was assumed.  The probability of
two trains passing a single point is calculated by:

P (I and II) = P(I) * P(II)

At 50 minutes of passage, P (I) and P (II) are 50/1,440, or p.0347.  The
probability of two trains passing a given spot is 0.0012, or 1.7 minutes per day.
From the 50 trains each way, two trains per day each way will pass a given
point simultaneously.

The addition of a third track creates a possibility of three simultaneous
passages.  However, the likelihood is very small.  The probability of a single
passage is 33.3/1,440, or 0.0231.  The joint probability of three simultaneous
passages is (0.0231)3, or 0.000012.  This translates into 0.018 minutes per
day, or once every 56 days.  The additional of a third track negligibly increases
the potential for any substantial change in vibration from existing conditions.

31. Sammy Alqais comment:  On the south side there is more room on the south side.  Move the
tracks in that direction.

Response: In effect, the tracks are being relocated to the south within the BNSF right-of-
way in the vicinity of University Gables.  This is because of the curve at this
location in conjunction with the existing flood control channel.  Unlike other
locations where the alignment is proposed to be shifted a total of 15 feet (on
center with the existing tracks) either to the north or south, the net movement
of the tracks next to University Gables is proposed to be one foot to the north.
As indicated, this is necessitated by the specific circumstances at this location.

32. Deborah Diep comment: Because there will be an added track, if you add a train track we will
have more trains and if the speed of these trains increases the vibration will increase with the
number if the trains and that will increase the vibration in my home.

Response: There is no proposal to increase the number of trains in conjunction with the
proposed project.  As described in the Draft PEIR, Chapter 3, this project is
designed to enhance the flow of existing trains, not add new trains.  Any new
trains in the future will be generated as a result of commercial demand to
move more freight or passengers through this corridor.  These trains will either
be accommodated by the existing two tracks in this corridor or other means of
moving goods and people will be used instead.  The speed of trains (70 for
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freight and 78 for passenger) is already established for this rail corridor and
it will not be altered by the proposed project.  Vibrations in the vicinity of Dale
Street due to the proposed project may change by an imperceptible amount
based on the location of the new track, but it is not forecast to be a significant
increase.

33. Kaylene Carr comment: Can they put a speed limit on the train’s is there a way we can
control this?

Response: No.  Ken Galt explained at the meeting that the federal government controls
the speed of trains and local government has no control over train speeds
along individual segments of a track corridor.

34. Kaylene Carr comment: Can you slow the trains down?

Response: No. As indicated above, Ken Galt explained that trains could not be slowed
down due to interstate liability.  An individual can contact the railroad or the
federal government regarding the maximum speeds which is currently 78 for
passenger trains and 70 for freight trains.  On the curve it is 60 or 65 mph?

35. Sammy Alqais comment: What is the max. speed limit on a fully loaded train through a
residential area?

Response: Ken Galt explained at the meeting that the maximum speed of a fully loaded
train through the area of concern is about 50 mph because of curves.  The
absolute maximum for a fully loaded freight train is 70 mph.

36. Kaylene Carr comment: Will your grading change the vibration - can we go to where you took
the vibrations in Pico to see and understand how much the vibration is?

Response: Tom Dodson provided directions to the location where the noise measure-
ments were conducted.  The vibration forecast is based on a model used by
the federal government to estimate vibrations based on train operations and
speed.  Please refer to Subchapter 8.5 of the Draft PEIR for more detailed
data.  As noted in this Subchapter and as summarized in Subchapter 4.9,
vibration will be changed by an imperceptible amount based on the proposed
location of the third main track in the vicinity of the area of concern.
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PUBLIC MEETING COMMENTS
CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS

APRIL 30, 2003

1. Mr. Rizias comments: Vibration and noise - we here this all the time and the noise is loud and
the vibration is terrible.  Now with more trains is it possible for them to build a wall to cut the
noise and vibration?

Response: Tom Dodson explained at the meeting that this project will not have a
significant impact on the existing background vibration or sound along the
BNSF main rail corridor.  Therefore, there is no nexus or justification for the
proposed project to install a sound wall or other vibration mechanism.  The
proposed project will not cause additional trains to use this corridor.  Train
traffic is generated by demand for additional freight and passengers and this
project will not cause generation of additional train trips.  Please refer to the
project description contained in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR.  In addition to Mr.
Dodson’s response, Ken Galt noted that as the grade separations are
installed, it will no longer be necessary for the trains to blow their horns.  This
will eliminate the loudest sound source from the rail corridor which will reduce
overall noise in the vicinity of the grade separation sites.

2. Mr. Rizias comment:  That was my other questions - about the horn blowing?

Response: Ken Galt again explained at the meeting that the grade separation com-
ponents of this project will eliminate the need for blowing of the train whistles.

3. Gloria Salazar comments: Is my house going to be taken and do I have a choice if I do not
want my house to be taken?

Response: Tom Dodson explained at the meeting that if the project is approved and your
house is within the footprint of one of the grade separations, then, yes it will
be taken.  However, it may be another 5 or 10 years before funding is
approved for a specific grade separation project and property acquisition
cannot occur until the local jurisdiction approves the grade separation contract,
which would include acquisition of those properties essential to installing the
grade separation.  Please refer to the graphics in Chapter 3 of the Draft PEIR
which identifies those properties that will have to be acquired for each grade
separation.

4. Gloria Salazar comment: Well that is part of the problem.  We are at stand still because we
do not know what to do more improvements or what.

Response: John Fleming explained at the meeting that Ms. Salazar’s home will be
appraised and the house will be appraised with the upgrades.  Therefore, you
should not stop making improvements that you want for the foreseeable future.
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5. Gloria Salazar comment:  I do not want to leave.

Response: This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transpor-
tation Division of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project
approval is made to allow the proposed project to be implemented.  Ken Galt
explained that the relocation act insures that you will be paid fair market value;
we will pay for all the costs of your move and relocation.  We will provide you
with all of this information in a written response.  Pioneer is the lowest priority
and it is anticipated that it will be the last graded separation to be built under
this project.  Please refer to Attachment 3 for additional information which is
a summary of Caltrans acquisition procedures.

6. Gloria Salazar comment: How far in advance will the homeowners be notified before you take
my home?

Response: Marina Sueiro explained at the meeting that if everything goes well, it will be
2008-09 when the Pioneer grade separation is funded for implementation.
You will be notified at that time.  We will not contact you until about 2008-09.
When we know the Pioneer grade separation is ready to proceed, we will
immediately notify you and that is typically a year or two before the start of the
project in your area.  We will be sure to follow all of the rules and regulations
surrounding the relocation.

7. Bob Salazar comment: (son or Gloria Salazar) This is causing a lot of stress on my parents.

Response: This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Trans-
portation Division of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project
approval is made to allow the proposed project to be implemented.  Ken Galt
responded at the meeting that the agencies will assist you through the
relocation process with as much dignity as we can.

8. Miguel Nuno comment: We live in the same neighborhood and we have the same problem -
it is torture to keep doing stuff, we are sad that we have to move.

Response: Tom Dodson responded at the meeting that Mr. Nuno should fill out a
comment car and give us your thoughts and questions.  It is difficult to deal
with delays in project implementation, but the goal at this time is to keep all of
the affected parties informed to the best of our ability.  Informing the public is
the objective of the CEQA process and by implementing it as we have, you
and other residents will not be surprised and can begin planning how to adapt
to this proposed grade separation at Pioneer Avenue.

9. Miguel Nuno comment: How do we fill this out and what happens to it?

Response: Tom Dodson explained that the cards are on the desk.  Just fill it out with your
comments and it will be entered into the final document with responses that
address your concerns to the best of our ability.



Responses to Public Meeting Comments, City of Santa Fe Springs (continued)

10. Miguel Nuno comment:
a. What is the relocation act?
b. Where to go?
c. Who to ask?
d. Who will help when we have to move?
e. Why city didn’t ask people that will bel affected with this project?
f. Who is funding this project?

Response:

a. The relocation act is actually termed the “Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act.”  Attachment 3 to these responses provides a good
summary of its content.

b. Attachment 3 describes general contacts, but the City will be the first point of contact
because it intends to implement the grade separation project.  Your local council
person or someone like Marina Sueiro can serve as a good point of contact.

c. See response to b above.

d. See response to b above.

e. This is a complicated question.  Fundamentally, the City and other agencies envisioned
a grade separation at the Pioneer Avenue/railroad track intersection  to provide better
public safety and circulation.  Once a decision is made to consider a grade separation,
the project must be engineered.  It is the engineering design that identifies whether
additional property outside of the existing road right-of-way will need to be acquired.
Thus, the engineered plans for the Pioneer grade separation determined that certain
additional properties would have to be acquired.  Once determined, the public was
notified (the City of Santa Fe Springs made an extraordinary effort to involve local
citizens) and the Draft PEIR was prepared and published for public review and
comment.  In this manner you and others have been notified that if the Pioneer grade
separation is implemented, your property will be affected.  Most important, a final
decision to construct this grade separation has not been made by the City.  It cannot
make such a decision until funding is available and until the City Council awards a
contract to construct this facility.  In essence you are being asked and presented an
opportunity to voice your opinion which the Council will weigh with the public benefits
that will result from installing the grade separation when it makes a final decision to
proceed or not proceed with the project.  Thus, you have an opportunity to make your
opinion known because of the process outlined above.

f. As indicated by Marina Sueiro in response to comment #6 above, the funds are not yet
in place and it will take several years before the funding can be obtained for the
proposed Pioneer grade separation.  If funding cannot be obtained, the grade
separation will not be installed.

11. Bob Salazar comment: We have lived here for 33 years what is the advantage of the project
to us?
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Response: Please refer to the previous response.  The benefit to you and the community
from implementing the Pioneer grade separation is elimination of delays due
to passage of trains through the existing at grade crossing at Pioneer.  It will
also substantially enhance safety for both train and vehicles because their
operations will be separated and the potential for accidents between trains and
vehicles will be eliminated.  Another benefit will be the elimination of horn
blowing by trains which must blow their horns as a warning when entering at
grade crossings.

12. Bob Salazar comment: If this is going to be an underpass why will it affect these properties?

Response: Steve Metro explained at the meeting that there will be impacts on certain
property, including Mr. Salazar’s house, in order to construct the underpass.
The extent of impact is such that acquiring the property is the only way to
protect the occupants from exposure to such impacts.

13. Bob Salazar comment: How about the people, not the city or transportation?

Response: Steve Metro explained that the impact to the homes was severe especially
regarding future access.  Also, please refer to response to comment 10.e
above.  Because the process has worked to inform you and other residents
that will be affected by the Pioneer grade separation, you have the opportunity
to inform the decision-makers regarding your opinion that the project does not
justify taking individual homes.  The decision-makers will weigh this opinion
and input against the benefits outlined above and render a final decision. 

14. Bob Salazar comment: By the way you are talking you are eliminating a whole group of
homes?

Response: Steve Metro explained that yes, seven homes, will be affected.  The engineers
designing the project have tried to find a way to keep the homes and
accommodate pedestrians.  We looked at a whole range of alternatives and
the alternative selected has the least impact on the community.

15. Bob Salazar comment: It is important to improve the community but what about the families?

Response: Please refer to response to comment #13 above.

16. Gloria Salazar comments:
a. The house at 8625 South Pioneer, Whittier, CA 90606 will it be involved in acquisi-

tions?
b. How will relocation affect our property?
c. I do not wish to relocate, period.
d. This is a great financial burden and it will create a new mortgage.  Retirement concerns

are relative.
e. I do not want to relocate!
f. What are the disclosures to prospective buyers?
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Responses:

a. Yes, the house at 8625 South Pioneer is proposed for acquisition.  Please refer to
Figure 3-5c of the Draft PEIR.

b. If the Pioneer grade separation component of the project is funded and approved for
implementation, the City of Santa Fe Springs (or other agency) will make an offer on
this property.  Once agreement is reached on the value of the home, relocation
assistance, including funds to move the occupant’s goods, will be provided in general
accordance with the procedures outlined in Attachment 3.

c. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation
Division of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to
allow the proposed project to be implemented.   See also responses to comments #5
and #10.f.

d. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation
Division of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to
allow the proposed project to be implemented.  The acquisition procedure is designed
to minimize the problems that are identified in this comment, including finding a new
residence of comparable quality.  Also, please refer to Attachment 3.

e. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation
Division of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to
allow the proposed project to be implemented.  See also responses to comments #5
and #10.f.

f. Please refer to Attachment 3 for a discussion of disclosures in addition to the
information provided in responses to comments #5 and #10.f.

17. Ronald G. Lawrence II comment: How many homes will be taken in the entire project?

. Response: Tom Dodson indicated that seven homes at Pioneer and six homes at
Passons in Pico Rivera are identified for acquisition.  In addition, about as
many as 90 apartment units may have to be acquired in conjunction with the
Passons Boulevard grade separation project component.

18. Ronald G. Lawrence II comment:  Besides residential, will there be other property?

Response: Some commercial properties will need to be acquired in the City of Pico Rivera
at the Passons Boulevard grade separation.

19. Frank McNiff comment: What is your best estimation on when the project will start at Valley
View?

Response: Marina Sueiro explained that the Valley View grade separation was fully
funded before the State’s budget crisis, but because of budget cuts it may take
a while to accumulate sufficient funds.   The City of Santa Fe Springs is trying
very hard to acquire the necessary funding and would like to initiate
construction by the end of 2004.
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20 Ronald G. Lawrence II comment: What is the City’s position?

Response: Marina Sueiro explained that the City supports this project very much because
it will improve the community.  We are aware of the hardships on some of the
members of the community.  This project is for the greater good of the
community and we are assuring you that even though you may have to move
we are promising to help you and pay the fair market price.  We will be there
with you through the process.

21. Julieta Diaz comments: It seems that we are in limbo if this happens.  Will our property tax
go up?

Response: Tom Dodson explained that property taxes will not go up because of this
project, only because of routine reassessment factors, if at all.

22. Miguel Nuno comment: You say you are going to assist, who is we?

Response: Tom Dodson explained that each component of the project has a specific
sponsor for implementation as part of the overall program.  The project
components that may require assistance to property owners due to acquisition
include: the Passons grade separation; Pioneer grade separation; and Rose-
crans and Marquardt grade separation.  Some open space property in Buena
Park (east of the Dale Street overpass) will also be acquired in support of the
third main track project component, but this site is unoccupied and will not
required relocation assistance.

23. Miguel Nuno comment: We will have a contact person at that time?

Response: Tom Dodson explained that yes there will be a contact person, but until
funding is available for the grade separations the actual point of contact
cannot be identified. 

24. James Koopmen comments: Two questions; I understand that some homes are on the cusp
and others will be taken, what is the criteria - noise?

Response: Tom Dodson explained that there are several factors taken under
consideration such as future disturbance in support of construction and
operations, access, traffic, pedestrians, and flood control.  Noise was not a
factor in acquiring any of the identified properties.

25. James Koopmen comment: What the criteria for taking homes in the project?

Response: Tom Dodson explained that the criteria for having to acquire property was that
a specific parcel had to be determined by the engineers and the design review
team to be essential to construction and operation of the project components.
One further criteria, elimination of functional value, without requiring the
specific piece of property was also used by the designers and design review
team to identify essential properties for acquisition.



Responses to Public Meeting Comments, City of Santa Fe Springs (continued)

26. James Koopmen comment: Questions two, what about the flooding of the underpasses?

Response: Steve Metro explained at the meeting that the drainage and the pump stations
will be used where necessary to control flooding of the underpasses.  Also, the
control of trash and leaves is included in the underpass flood control designs.

27. Ronald G. Lawrence II comment: Where are you looking for funding?

Response: Marina Sueiro indicated at the meeting that the City has submitted an
application to MTA and, after State funding dried up, an application has also
been submitted to the federal government and that is about it.  Ken Galt also
stated at the meeting that there are some funds to start the track process and
this money is not going away.  This segment is in Orange County and one of
the sources of funding is the State Highway account and the transportation
account.  So these dollars will slowly become available for third track construc-
tion.  This project is just like the highway projects in the way the funding
process works.  However, Division of Rail has a little easier time getting
money than highways.  In the future these accounts may also be used to fund
the grade separation projects.  This source of funding is coming from the gas
tax money; it is not coming from sales tax or state budget.

28. James Koopman comments: 

a. Any problems with flooding underpass in heavy rainstorms?
b. How well prepared?
c. If drain clogged in dry season with leaves, etc.
d. Will underpass get flooded and traffic stopped?
e. Told that 15 homes would need to be razed.  Could any of these homes be salvaged

with alternate access, if homeowners is willing to sign a waiver that he will not sue for
damages?

Response:

a. Please refer to response to comment #26 above.  The underpasses are being designed
to handle the design storm for the project area.  Detailed drainage evaluations and
plans have been prepared for the whole project, including specific grade separations
and have been available for review as part of the CEQA process.  The underpass
drainage systems should work effectively during heavy rainstorms based on the
analysis contained in the drainage studies.

b. As indicated in response 28.a above, detailed drainage plans have been prepared and
were used to design the system.  These plans are available for public review.

c. Each jurisdiction that assumes the operations and maintenance responsibilities for a
grade separation will include maintenance of the drainage system prior to the passage
of winter storms to ensure that clogging with leaves or other problems do not cause
flooding.
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d. Based on the data developed to date, the underpasses will function during a heavy
storm.  Further, these underpass drainage systems have redundant equipment for
essential components.  As in all instances, any system can fail but it would be unusual
for these systems to fail based on their current design.

e. Approximately 15-20 properties will have to be acquired at three grade separations
(see responses to comments 17, 18 and 22 above) and in support of the third main
track.  Based on the current designs, none of these properties could be retained for use
by the property owners due to adverse impacts from the proposed project.  There is no
plan at this time to provide an owner with the option waiving damages due to the
project.  Also, please refer to response to comment 10.e which summarizes the current
situation.  None of the grade separations has been funded or approved at this time.
Individual property owners can participate in the final decision-making process and
seek to have their property removed or the project denied.

29. Francisco Perez: (Comment Card 6 - no comments submitted)



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
PUBLIC MEETING COMMENTS

CITY OF PICO RIVERA
WEDNESDAY, MAY 6, 2003

1. Victor Felix comments:
a. Will the track be on the left or right side of the tracks?
b. Will landscaping be expanded to the east of Passons?

Responses:

a. In the City of Pico Rivera the new track will be on the north side of the existing tracks.

b. Landscaping will be installed on the west of Passons in association with the closure of
Serapis.  As far as is known, there are no plans to install landscaping east of Passons.

2. Alex Rodriquez comments: Will there be a sound wall?  

Response: No, the project does not include a sound wall.  First, it was determined that
adding the third main track will not significantly increase noise in the
community.  Therefore, installation of a sound wall cannot be justified based
on project related noise impact.  In addition, the City commissioned a noise
study which determined that the size of sound wall required to be effective
would be almost 20 feet in height and such a wall would cause significant
impacts of its own, including visual impacts, sound reflection, and physical
division of the community.  This is explained in the EIR (Subchapter 4.9) and
in Volume 2, Technical Appendices to the EIR.

3. Louis Rodriquez comments: Can he have a report? 

Response: A copy of the report was made available to Mr. Rodriquez.

4. Henrietta Salazar comments:
a. Wall Height?
b. Soil contamination on Passons/water well closed because of it?
c. Doesn’t like the closing of Serapis because of the fire department on the other side;

what will happen to the response time of emergency vehicles.?

Responses:

a. Wall height would have to be 20 feet or more to attenuate sound to the City’s standard
along the railroad tracks in Pico Rivera.  See the wall technical study in Volume 2 of the
EIR.

b. The potential for soil contamination along the third main track alignment and at each
of the grade separations is acknowledged in the Draft PEIR and mitigation was
provided to manage any contamination found in a manner that would not cause a public
health risk to construction employees or to local residents.  See Subchapter 4.6 of the
Draft PEIR.
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c. Contrary to expectations, emergency service will be enhanced after the Passons grade
separation is installed.  The reason for this is as follows.  Presently, emergency access
north of the BNSF tracks is prevented for about three hours per day due to trains
occupying the at grade crossing at Serapis and Passons.  When this occurs,
emergency service providers must go to Rosemead Boulevard to access areas north
of the track.  Once the Passons grade separation is installed emergency vehicles will
have continuous uninterrupted access to areas north of the tracks.  Serapis will only
be closed after th Passons grade separation is completed.

5. Joanna Garcia comments:
a. Will there be an archaeologist onsite during construction?
b. How long will the railroad hold up traffic?
c. What about the contaminated soil in the area.
d. How can all questions be answered when some people have to work at night?

Responses:

a. No cultural resources were identified within the project alignment.  An archaeologist will
be on call to respond to the discovery of any unknown subsurface historic or pre-
historic resource.  Mitigation requires that proper management of any such discoveries
be implemented by the contractor.  Refer to Subchapter 4.1 of the Draft PEIR.

b. It is not clear what this question refers to.  Current delays that may occur at the at-
grade crossings is about three hours per day.  When the third main track is installed,
it will require one to three days to construct through a given at grade separation, such
as Passons Boulevard.  During this period a detour route will be established in
cooperation with the affected city and it will be well signed to assist drivers to
alternative routes for this short period.  Once the grade separations are in traffic will no
longer be held up at these locations.

c. The potential for soil contamination along the third main track alignment and at each
of the grade separations is acknowledged in the Draft PEIR and mitigation was
provided to manage any contamination found in a manner that would not cause a public
health risk to construction employees or to local residents.  See Subchapter 4.6 of the
Draft PEIR.

d. Individuals concerned about the project can submit questions to their respective city
representatives or to BNSF regarding this project.  Answers will be provided when
possible.

6. Bill Slevcove comments:
a. Where will construction start, north or south?
b. Will it all start at once?
c. Does the grade separation start first and then the third track?

Responses:

a. Construction on the third main track will start on the south with the segment from Basta
north to about Beach Boulevard.
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b. No, with the State budget crisis, funding is available for about 1/4 of the project (about
3-4 miles) and the third main track will be installed incrementally over the next three to
four years.

c. At this time the third main track will be initiated first.  Full funding is not yet in place for
any of the grade separations.  Authorization to proceed with construction cannot be
issued by a local city until all of the funding has been acquired.  A specific schedule for
implementing the grade separation components of the program is not feasible due to
the budget crisis.

7. Michael Jones comments:
a. Will there be a sound wall?
b. What about the vibration?
c. How can you stop whistle blowing?
d. What will happen to property value?

Responses:

a. No there will not be a sound wall.  Please refer to response to Pico Rivera comment 2
above which addresses this issue.

b. Vibration impacts are evaluated in Subchapter 4.9 and the changes in vibration due to
the proposed project were determined to be nonsignificant.  Please refer to Subchapter
4.9 and Appendix 8.5 for more detailed information.

c. Whistle blowing is required by federal regulations where all at grade road crossing over
tracks occur.  Once the Passons grade separation and Serapis closure is completed
there will no longer be a need to for trains to blow their whistle.

d. Under CEQA, environmental documents are not required to address economic issues,
except under very narrow circumstances.  The EIR did not identify any significant
physical changes to the existing environment.  Based on the lack of any significant
environmental impacts, there was no need to look at economic impacts of the project.

8. Rene Longoria comment: Will there be a wall on Pico Rivera Road?

Response: No sound wall is being considered in relation to this project at any location.
Please refer to response to Pico Rivera comment 2 above which addresses
this issue.

9. Burt Rodrequiz comment: What kind of landscaping will be used off Rivera Road?

Response: A landscape plan has been prepared for Rivera Road and is available for
review at the City of Pico Rivera.

10. Elazar Cisneros comment: We need a wall at least 25 to 30 feet high.  What about the
pollution?



Responses to Public Meeting Comments, City of Pico Rivera (continued)

Response: To attenuate existing noise along the BNSF railroad tracks, a sound wall
would have to be taller than 20 feet, according to a technical noise study
prepared under a contract to the City of Pico Rivera.  The proposed project
does not require the installation of such a sound wall.  Regardless, if installa-
tion of such a wall is proposed by the City or other agency, it would require
evaluation of possible pollution being trapped locally.

11. Diane Delgado comments:
a. How or where does the sloping of Passons begin?
b. How will the residents get into their driveways?
c. What about flooding?

Responses:

a. The sloping for Passons on the south side of the tracks begins just north of Slauson
Avenue, see Figure 3-4a.  On the north side of the tracks the sloping begins about 300
feet north of Rivera Road.  The project relocation of Rivera Road requires the acquisi-
tion of the first four homes on the northwest side of Passons, north of Rivera.  These
homes will be acquired and removed prior to initiating construction.  Access to no other
single-family homes will be affected by the proposed Passons grade separation project.
About 1/2 of the multi-family apartment units on the east side of the Passons may be
affected by the proposed realignment of Rivera Road; however, the City may choose
to acquire the whole apartment complex, an issue which is addressed in Subchapter
4.10 of the Draft PEIR.

b. As noted above, other than the residences being acquired to allow this project to go
forward, continuous access will be available to all other residences in the vicinity of the
construction zone.

c. It is not clear what flooding is being referenced.  Regarding the existing drainage
channel along the Rivera alignment, it is being relocated along with Rivera Road to
continue providing adequate capacity to carry local surface runoff.  Please refer to
Figure 3-4a of the Draft PEIR.  Potential flooding in the grade separated Passons
underpass will be managed with a redundant pump system that will pump runoff in the
underpass to the local drainage system.

12. Dorothy Oliver comment: Will they get rid of the junk yard on Rivera Road?

Response: No the project will not change any land uses except the residences referenced
in the previous comment.  However, junk (solid waste) within the construction
alignment will be removed by the construction contractor as part of the
construction effort.

13. Milford Gerry comment: What about the grain silos and truck loading on Rivera Road, ending
where Kil Garry Dead Ends?  Will the grain silos be eliminated? 

Response: No the project will not change any land uses except the residences referenced
under comment 11 above.
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14. Henry Chavez comments: What about the noise and dust during construction?  Will the
vibration cause damage to my pool?

Responses: Noise will be controlled during construction by limiting operations during
daylight hours or by installing portable noise attenuation barriers where
construction activities must be conducted at night.  Refer to mitigation
measures in Subchapter 4.9 for the list of noise mitigation measures that will
be implemented during construction.  Construction vibration is not forecast to
cause significant vibration at the distance of existing residences from the
Passons grade separation.  However, if such damage were to occur, a
damage claim can be submitted to the City for processing.

15. Joanna Garcia comments: What will happen to emergency vehicles?  How long will it take
them to get around construction?

Responses: The construction should not cause any emergency response delays because
access across the tracks will be available on Serapis during the construction
period.  For example, during construction of the third track Passons may be
closed for 24-48 hours, but emergency response vehicles will continue to use
Serapis.  When the third main track construction blocks Serapis for 24-48
hours, then emergency response vehicles will use Passons.  Both roads will
not be closed at the same time.  Further, Rosemead Boulevard is already
grade separated and access will be available on Rosemead at all times.
When the Passons grade separation is constructed access will remain
available across the tracks at both Serapis and Rosemead.  Emergency
service providers will know this in advance and they will therefore be able to
maintain adequate response times to areas north and south of the tracks.

16. Baryon Myers comment: What about a sound wall?

Response: Please refer to response to comment #2 above, Alex Rodriquez. 

17. Raymond Gomez Jr. comment: How much money will the Railroad fund?

Response: The third main track improvement is being funded by Caltrans in order to
enhance the ability of passenger trains to meet their schedules.  As described
in Chapter 3 of the Draft PEIR, the objective of this project is to enhance the
flow of train traffic on this segment of the BNSF main line corridor with the goal
of meeting passenger train schedules and attracting more riders on this
essential mass transit system.  The funding sources for the seven grade
separations has not been fully identified, but railroad funds are not anticipated
to be spent on these capital improvements.  The actual funding sources will
be determined in the future as the individual cities and other agencies acquire
or make commitments to construct these major circulation system improve-
ments.
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18. Carlos Contreras comments:
a. Which residence is closest to the third track?
b. Who do we talk to for sound wall?
c. How long will Passons be closed?
d. Will it be closed during construction of third rail?
e. Will the speed limit of 25 remain after project?

Responses:

a. Most of the residences located on the north side of Rivera Road are about the same
distance from the tracks, about 100 feet.  The apartment complex at the northwest
corner of Cord Avenue and Rivera Road is about the same distance, perhaps a few
feet closer to the proposed third track.

b. The City of Pico Rivera is the logical agency to discuss the possibility of installing a
sound wall.  The City had a specific study looking at the Rivera Road area west of
Passons.  This study is reproduced in Volume 2 of the Draft PEIR and it was prepared
under contract to the City.  Please refer to this study, “Noise Barrier Analysis,”
published May 15, 2002.

c. To construct the grade separation, Passons is proposed to be closed about nine
months.

d. Passons may be closed for 24-48 hours when the third main track is installed.  During
this period north/south traffic will be detoured, most likely to Serapis.  Please refer to
response to comment #15 above from Joanna Garcia.

e. The speed limit on Passons is proposed to remain the same after the grade separation
is completed.

19. No name (Card30) comment: Could you slow the trains down to stop vibration?

Response: No.  Train speeds on specific rail segments are established under the Federal
Railroad Administration (FRA) and the allowed speeds along this segment of
track is about 69 mph for freight trains and 79 mph for passenger trains.  This
project has no ability to affect the allowed train speed through this portion of
the BNSF main line corridor.

20. Diana & William Delgado comment: They live on Passons right across from Bascom.  When
they close Passons will all the traffic from the streets and the school be diverted towards
them?

Response: Bascom, Serapis and the new Rivera Road (new alignment) will provide
access from east to west to the school.  But Passons, north of Bascom, will
also provide access as will Rex Road.

21. E. Garcia comment: Can you sound proof homes with double pane windows?

Response: Double pane windows will reduce interior sound levels, but not substantially.
In addition to double pane windows, other openings to the exterior, such as
fire places and vent spaces, need to be treated as well.  Double pane windows
should reduce exterior sound by several decibels.
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22. Ruben Mendoza comment: What sound proofing wall will you put on Rivera?

Response: This project will not install sound walls on Rivera.  Please refer to response to
comment #2, Alex Rodriquez, for more detailed discussion of this issue.
Additional discussion of a sound wall is contained in response to comment
#18, Carlos Contreras.

23. Paula Rodriguez comment: If the track would have gone on the other side the strip club would
have been removed.

Response: This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transpor-
tation Division of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project
approval is made to allow the proposed project to be implemented.
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PUBLIC MEETING COMMENTS

CITY OF LA MIRADA 
WEDNESDAY, MAY 7, 2003

Public meetings were held in the four cities affected by grade separations and land acquisition.  The
following comments were received at the City of La Mirada meeting.

1. Jay Orendorff commented: On Valley View Boulevard between Stage Road and Rosecrans
Avenue will any of the existing landscaping be removed just east of Valley View?

Response: The trees will remain separating the homes from the main street.

2. Gene Mader commented: Because of the increase in trains has the been a change in
property value?  Has there been a study?

Response: As described in detail in Chapter 3 of the PEIR, the proposed project will not
increase train operations along the BNSF main line corridor through La
Mirada.  Any future increase in train traffic would utilize the existing main
tracks through La Mirada, regardless of whether this project is implemented
or not.  Further, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) does not
focus on economic impacts, unless the economic effects lead to changes in
the physical environment.  No economic evaluation has been prepared for this
project, except in instances where property will be acquired to support the
grade separations or the one main track property acquisition in Buena Park.

3. Kathy Gaston commented: How far back on Stage Road towards Castellon will construction
start?  How far back will the slope start?

Response: The construction activities will not really occur on Stage near Castellon.  The
construction on Stage extends southeast of Valley View for about 400 feet and
north of Stage on Valley View for about 800 feet.  All construction will occur
directly adjacent to the existing road rights-of-way and will not have any direct
or indirect effects on property adjacent to Castellon.  New Figures 3-9a
through 3-9d illustrate the area of potential impact from constructing the Valley
View Avenue Underpass grade separation.  These new figures are provided
in Attachment 2 to this document.

4. Alice Jimenez commented: 
a. What is the estimated time of completion at each grade separation crossing?
b. Why is each city responsible for funding if the benefactor will be a mass of people?
c. Will any sound barrier be built with the grade separation on Rosecrans and Valley

View?
d. Will the third track be laid regardless of the grade separation funding?
e. How long will Valley View be closed while the third track is laid?
f. How will auto traffic be handled on State/Valley View during track construction and

grade separation?
g. In La Mirada, we have two projects Valley/Stage and Rosecrans.  If only one can be

funded how will it be chosen?
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Responses:

a. Each grade separation will require different amounts of time to complete.  However, for
all seven grade separations the time required for construction is estimated to range
between 9 and 14 months, with the longest construction period estimated for Valley
View.

b. Each city is overseeing the installation of the grade separations within their jurisdiction
(Valley View is located in both La Mirada and Santa Fe Springs) because they wish to
control the construction of these major capital facilities within their jurisdiction.  Funding
efforts are being overseen by each affected city because the grade separations are
capital improvements within each city’s jurisdiction.  However, the acquisition of funding
is not being carried out solely by each affected city.  Funding efforts are being coor-
dinated with assistance from county, state and other agencies and elected officials.

c. The grade separations will be constructed as underpasses.  As a result, sound levels
in the area of the under crossing will decrease as a result of noise sources being
depressed below the ground surface.  No need for sound barriers was identified in the
Noise Section of the Draft PEIR because the project will not alter traffic volume on the
local circulation system nor increase sound/noise generation at each grade separation
location.

d. Yes, the third main track will be constructed regardless of whether grade separations
are installed.  Separate funding has been made available for constructing this rail
infrastructure improvement to enhance the movement of trains through the existing two
main track segment between Basta and Hobart.

e. The present estimate is that installation of the third main track across Valley View will
require from 24-48 hours and all work on the third main track will be conducted at night
if possible to avoid conflicts with Valley View traffic.

f. During installation of the grade separation, traffic on Valley View will be routed to a
detour (see the drawings, 3-9a through 3-9d at the end of these responses to
comments) on the west side of Valley View.  During the short period when the third
main track is installed across Valley View, traffic will be detoured to an alternate
north/south route, probably Marquardt or Biola.

g. Due to the safety hazards experienced at Valley View in the past, the installation of the
Valley View grade separation has been given the highest priority of the seven grade
separations considered in the Draft PEIR.  Thus, Valley View will be funded and
constructed first, but funding will continue to be sought for the Rosecrans/Marquardt
grade separation.  It will be constructed when funds become available.

5. Greg Futato commented:  
a. Funding?
b. What is the total amount needed to start the grade separation?
c. How much do we have now?  And What happened to the funding we had last year?
d. Are the two projects independent from each other.  How did Alameda corridor get

accomplished?
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Responses:

a. Funding is presently available to construct the third main track between approximately
Basta and Beach Boulevard.  Construction for this segment can begin anytime in the
next several months.  Some of the funding remains available for the Valley View and
Passons Boulevard grade separations, but before construction can begin for either of
these grade separations, additional funds will be required since all funds required to
pay for the grade separation must be in the hands of the pertinent city.

b. Approximately $30 million is required to fund the Valley View grade separation and
cover all costs.  Other grade separations vary in cost relative to Valley View.  Prelimi-
nary estimates indicate that the cost for constructing all of the grade separations will
require about $170 million.

c. The exact amount available at this time is not known for the two grade separation
projects expected to be constructed first, Valley View and Passons Boulevard.  Much
of the funding available for the Valley View project last year has been eliminated as a
result of the State of California budget constraints.

d. The two projects referred to (Valley View and Rosecrans/Marquardt) are independent
and will be implemented as funding becomes available.  The Alameda Corridor was
constructed with substantial federal funding that was committed because of the need
to move freight from the Los Angeles and Long Beach ports.  This project was not
scheduled to receive any federal funding and is being implemented as a means of
enhancing the flow of rail traffic to ensure passenger trains can meet schedules along
this rail corridor.  At this time only state funding will be used to install the third main
track over this segment of the rail corridor.

6. Ralph Curatola comments: Will there be a sound wall?  Will there be anything to stop the
dust?  And how can the stop it now?

Responses: No sound walls are proposed nor were they required as part of the imple-
mentation of the proposed project.  Please refer to the discussion on sound
walls in Volume 2 of the Draft PEIR.  It discusses the potential effectiveness
of a sound wall adjacent to the existing main line tracks.

An extensive fugitive dust control program will be implemented in conjunction
with third main track and grade separation construction.  The total area of
disturbance by this project will be relatively small and detailed fugitive dust
control measures are outlined in subchapter 4.2.4 of the Draft PEIR.  Greater
than 50% control of fugitive dust emissions can be accomplished by the
proposed measures and fugitive dust emissions will be controlled to level well
below the SCAQMD threshold of significance for this pollutant during
construction.

No project activities currently occur so no fugitive dust emissions are being
generated by the proposed project.  Fugitive dust for other projects must be
controlled by individual jurisdictions overseeing or approving such projects.
Otherwise, it is not clear what dust is being referred to in this comment.
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7. Gary Webber comments: The project in the EIR does not appear to reflect the current
improvement plans prepared by Hanson-Wilson.  Will the project description be revised?
How does the revised project affect the quality of the EIR analysis? 

Responses: Please refer to responses to comment letter #16 which contains the same
general comments.  The project description is revised in the Final PEIR to
address the slight modifications to the project in the final drawings for the
Valley View grade separation by Hanson-Wilson.  The footprint and impacts
associated with the final engineering plans for Valley View are less than
addressed in the Draft PEIR, so impacts are actually less than forecast in the
Draft document.

8. Elaine Reid comments:
a. Has it been determined that we can not have the depressed corridor?
b. Where are the extra sidings going to be?
c. How was it concluded that this project would not cause significant adverse impact?

Particularly air quality and noise impact.
d. What is the possibility of the tracks being underground?
e. More new housing in area..more cars, more pollution.  What will be done about that?
f. Any steps being taken to curtail the length of whistle use?
g. What mitigation measures were identified to reduce potential impacts on the

environment?

Responses

a. The proposed project is the addition of a third main track to the existing BNSF main line
rail corridor within a 14.7 mile segment that contains only two tracks.  The objective of
the project is to enhance the flow or rail traffic on this main line corridor to allow
passenger trains to better meet departure and arrival schedules.  Grade separations
are being considered at seven major intersections of local roads and the train tracks.
Aside from the cost of depressing the corridor (it would be impossible to depress only
the single track), the environmental effects of digging out a hole in the ground 100 feet
or more wide, 25 feet in depth and 14.7 miles long would result in much more
significant adverse environmental effects than the proposed project.  The amount of fill
material required to serve the project area is a few hundred thousand cubic yards.  With
a depressed corridor, an estimated 7,186,667 cubic yards of material.  To remove this
much dirt/material from the corridor would require an estimate 479,000+ truck trips.
Further, in order to maintain existing train traffic within the corridor temporary
construction easements adjacent to the corridor would have to be established resulting
in the need to take a significant amount of land; remove existing structures; and install
new tracks in closer proximity to existing land uses.  Because the environmental and
economic impacts of such an alternative would be so much greater than the proposed
project and because such a project is not required to meet the limited objectives of the
proposed project which is to provide enhanced flow of rail traffic within the existing rail
corridor, not to expand the capacity of the corridor, the alternative of depressing the
corridor below ground level was not considered to be a feasible alternative to the
proposed project.

b. Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Draft PEIR which clearly explains that no new trains
will be generated by this proposed project.  Potential future increases in train traffic will
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be generated by economic activity in the region, and such additional trains will use
either the existing rail corridor with this two track segment or a three track rail corridor.
Impacts to the environment over the long term were determined to be greater (See the
alternatives discussion, No Project) without the proposed project than with it.

c. Siding improvements are proposed in BNSF’s Hobart Yard and near Bandini in the City
of Commerce.  The Conceptual Track Alignment Schematic in Appendix 8.2 shows the
location of proposed new sidings.

d. The analysis contained in the Draft PEIR presented data, quantitative and qualitative,
that verify potential impacts from implementing this proposed project will not exceed
significance thresholds for all issued evaluated.  For the air quality analysis see
Subchapter 4.2 and for the noise analysis see Subchapter 4.9.

e. Regarding undergrounding of tracks, please refer to response to issue a. above.  Under
the proposed project there is no possibility of the tracks being placed underground for
the reasons outlined above.

f. Regarding growth in the region, this issue is outside the scope of the proposed project
which has no effect on or ability to influence the growth mentioned in this comment.

g. Installation of the grade separations will eliminate the need to blow train whistles along
this 14-mile segment of the rail corridor because it will eliminate the existing at-grade
crossings which require whistle blowing.

h. More than 60 mitigation measures are identified to reduce or control potential
significant environmental effects from implementing the proposed project.  These
measures are listed and discussed in each Subchapter in Chapter 4 and are
summarized in the Impact Table contained in Chapter 1 of the Draft PEIR.

9. Jose Rangel comments: Will Valley View be closed?  If so for how long?  Where and When?
What happens to the affected business?  Will there be an alternative route?

Responses: During the grade separation construction Valley View will be maintained to
continue carrying traffic flows.  Very short periods of closure (less than a few
hours) may occur during this period as the detour route is connected to Valley
View to the north and south.  During the third main track construction a
maximum of 48 hours of closure may occur as the track is installed across
Valley View.  This is usually done very rapidly by the BNSF track laying crews.
A short-term detour will be installed to by pass the Valley View/track
intersection while this small segment of track is installed.

Since the schedules for construction of Valley View and the third main track
across Valley View have not yet been established a specific date of
construction is not available.  However, funding for construction of these
specific improvements is expected to be available as early as 2005.

Affected businesses will retain access on Valley View throughout the period
of construction.  Some delay may occur for short periods due to customers
having to use alternative routes to these businesses.  Otherwise, access will
be continuous during construction.
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Alternative routes will be provided as outlined above an on the drawings
attached to these comments.

10. Joe Shine comments: A short wall with some shrubs preferably.  (Did not state location of
interest.

Response: It is not possible to provide a specific response to this comment because the
location of concern is not expressed.  However, short walls and landscaping
will be used at the Valley View grade separation project site.

11. SSDI/Arnold Applebaum comments e-mailed for response:
a. Concerned about the ability of traffic to turn left and get to and from the business?
b. Congestion caused by construction for employees traveling on Valley View.
c. The impact of noise and dust on the business - sensitive aerospace equipment.
d. Will Stage Road remain a through street?
e. Will SSDI’s secondary driveway (to North parking lot remain open?
f. Will any part of SSDI property need to be acquired for the project?
g. Will microwave link between SSDI and Stage Road building be disrupted during

construction or after project?
h. Landscaping/repairs to front of SSDI building and access during construction?
i. SSDI will need to know months in advance of any interruption/switchovers of utilities

due to long-term, uninterruptible, high reliability testing of components.
j. Access needs to be maintained to liquid nitrogen tank in SSDI parking lot.  A heavy

truck delivers liquid nitrogen every other night (not during business hours).
k. Heavy dust would be detrimental to SSDI-s production, which involves manufacturing

of parts that must meet military specifications.
l. The project will create more walls, which is an invitation for more graffiti.
m. SSDI seems to be in the eye of the storm with this phase of the project.  SSDI has

contractual obligations and needs to notify the government and its other customers well
in advance of what’s going on.

n. Mr. Applebaum disapproves of the project.
o. Numerous environmental issues listed on the comment card; noise, dust, safety issues,

vibration, traffic, fire protection, elimination of access to property.
p. This project will decrease Mr. Applebaum’s property value.
q. This project will impact SSDI-s customer flow.
r. Will there be a fourth track?
s. Stage Road has a drainage and flooding problem - will this project correct it?
t. Will large trucks have access to SSDI?
u. Vibration and dust will affect Mr. Applebaum’s aerospace manufacturing company.  Will

there be compensation for lost business or will the project pay for upgrading of fans
and equipment to maintain the working environment?

v. Stage road is a blighted area - concerned about the lack of clean up by the city.
w. Can trucks park along BNSF railroad?
x. Is Valley View totally funded?
y. How long will the construction take?
z. Because of this project, Mr. Applebaum will lose one of his parking lots.  In order to

access the other lot, vehicles will have to go through a neighboring property.
aa. Are the preliminary plans to dig up both the north and south driveways of Mr.

Applebaum’s property?
ab. Ho does Mr. Applebaum operate his business during construction?
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Responses:

a. The final plan of construction is provided as an attachment to these responses to
comments.  Attachment 2, and detailed engineering plans can be reviewed at either the
City of Santa Fe Springs or City of La Mirada.  It shows the following on the SSDI
property: None of the SSDI property will be permanently taken; permanent access will
be maintained at both the north and south entrances to the property; continuous access
will be available during construction at the southern entrance to the property; access
to the north parking area will be limited during construction; traffic on Valley View will
be provided continuous access to the property at the southern entrance, including left
turn traffic, with small traffic disruption windows required to install access to the
property for the construction period and to construct the permanent entrances after
construction of the grade separation.

b. There will be some congestion effects during construction that may affect ease of
access for SSDI employees.  However, the project will ensure continuous access to the
property during the Valley View construction period and based on the access design
shown in the attached drawings, the access constraint will be an inconvenience, not
a major limitation on gaining access to the property.

c. The Draft PEIR addresses the noise and dust effects during construction and in
Subchapters 4.2 and 4.9.  The air evaluation recognizes the concerns of specific
industrial facilities and establishes a special monitoring program requirement (page 4.2-
19).  The monitoring requirement is not mitigation in itself, it is a means to distinguish
local dust problems from the particulate issues that affect the region.  One of the
comments raised later in this group of comments is the need to install better filtering
equipment (fans and filters) or compensate for lost business that may result from
fugitive dust.  The mitigation measures for fugitive dust control are state-of-the-art and
given the small construction area no significant effects are forecast to result from
construction activities.  However, by monitoring local atmospheric dust concentrations
real time during construction (with the use of new equipment such as hand-held field
monitoring units, such as the Dustrak Aerosol Monitor 8520), the background
conditions can be distinguished from the project’s contributions of dust.  The result is
that if better filtering equipment is justified or if costs are incurred by SSDI during
construction due to fugitive dust issues, there will be a bases for establishing
compensation for impacts or losses.

Regarding noise, none of the background noise activities are forecast to exceed the
existing background noise environment created by existing train and truck traffic.  In
addition, portable noise barriers can be installed to further reduce noise if complaints
are presented to the City overseeing or contractor conducting the construction.  With
these measures, the noise impacts can be controlled to a level that is deemed
equivalent or less that the existing background noise environment at the site.

d. Stage Road will remain a through street as shown on the engineering drawings
attached to these responses to comments.

e. During construction the north parking area will not remain open for use as it will be
required as a temporary easement.  However, when the Valley View grade separation
is completed it will be returned to SSDI with a new access as shown on the attached
drawings.



Responses to Public Meeting Comments, City of La Mirada (continued)

f. No, none of the SSDI will need to be acquired in order to implement the Valley View
grade separation.  One of the maps in the attached drawings shows that two
permanent easements will be required on SSDI property and two temporary easements
will be required.  SSDI will be paid fair market compensation for the use of these
portions of the property under both the temporary and permanent easements.

g. Since the Valley View grade separation is an underpass, the engineers indicate that
no interference will occur in the microwave link between SSDI and the Stage Road
building.  However, should equipment or other construction activities have a potential
to interfere with the microwave link, this can be determined prior to initiating
construction and alternatives can be provided to maintain the link, such as a hard line,
or if necessary compensation can be provided for any documented disruptions.

h. It is not anticipated that construction will adversely impact the SSDI building based on
the present design.  However, if building damage were to occur, it would be subject to
fair market compensation for any structural damage incurred.  Regarding landscaping,
when the City embarks on construction of the Valley View grade separation it has a
landscaping plan ready for implementation.  This plan can be further coordinated with
SSDI to ensure that it meets your objectives.

i. As SSDI was made aware at the most recent meetings, the State full funding that was
in place to implement the Valley View grade separation is no longer available due to
the State’s budget crisis.  The cities of Santa Fe Springs and La Mirada are seeking
alternative funding sources.  There is no assurance when any of the grade separation
project will proceed, but the cities are looking at 2004 or 2005 funds for Valley View at
this point.  There is more than ample time to inform SSDI of the construction schedule
that might affect utilities for the following reason.  CEQA procedures (Sections 15162
and 15168 of the State CEQA Guidelines) require a subsequent environmental
determination for each of the grade separations, including Valley View, when adequate
funding is obtained and the City is ready to release a construction contract.  The city
issuing and overseeing the construction contract, probably Santa Fe Springs, will have
to review the construction project as a second tier project under the certified Program
EIR.  It will have to make one of the following determinations, which will, in part, depend
on how much time has transpired between the certification of the Draft PEIR and the
approval of the second tier CEQA document.  First, after a thorough review the city
could determined that the impact analysis in the certified PEIR adequately addresses
all of the environmental issues.  Second, small changes in the project could be
addressed in an Addendum.  If additional mitigation measures are required, but impacts
remain nonsignificant, a Negative Declaration could be adopted.  Finally, if new
significant impacts may result from the construction of the Valley View grade separation
a supplemental or subsequent EIR could be prepared.  During this review and decision-
making process, the city can give SSDI several months of warning regarding the timing
of certain construction events, based on the assumption that the grade separation will
be approved by the city’s decision makers.  The key to this issue is for SSDI to
coordinate with the city to obtain the prospective construction schedule and then work
with the city and utility provider to ensure no disruption in service during any potential
conflict with provision of adequate, uninterrupted power to SSDI.

j. As the attached drawings and the text above indicate, continuous access will be
provided to the SSDI property.  Therefore, no constraints or limitations will occur to
affect these every two-day deliveries of liquid nitrogen.
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k. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation
Division of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to
allow the proposed project to be implemented.  Please refer to response to comment
11.c above which further addresses fugitive dust concerns.

l. The statement regarding more walls is accurate, but the conclusion that graffiti will
result an eyesore is not correct.  Both the City of Santa Fe Springs and La Mirada have
extensive walls in their City related to public buildings and other grade separations.
Both cities have programs in place to control graffiti on public spaces so that it does not
become a significant eyesore in the local community.  These programs will be extended
to each of the new grade separations, including Valley View.

m. Please refer to response to comment 11.I which addresses the issue of adequate time
to notify customers of any actual impacts to operations.  At this time the construction
schedule for Valley View is not established and it could be several years before all the
funding is assembled to allow the Valley View grade separation project to proceed.
Even if the Valley View component of the overall program is funded in 2004, there will
be many months in which to discuss an implementation schedule and allow SSDI to
communicate with its customers as indicates in this comment.

n. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation
Division of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to
allow the proposed project to be implemented.  SSDI must be aware that the Valley
View/Stage Road/BNSF main line corridor intersection is considered to have one of the
worst safety records for an at grade crossing in the State.  This is why it has been given
the highest priority.  The crossing meets all federal and state safety requirements, but
for some reason more accidents occur at this location, including fatalities, than at most
other grade separations in the State.  Therefore, delays in installing the grade
separation, regardless of the reason, could lead to additional accidents.  Mr.
Applebaum may oppose the project because of perceived conflicts with his business,
but he cannot begrudge the benefit to society of removing this at grade crossing safety
problem.

o. Please refer to responses to comment letter #17 from SSDI consultant which
addresses these impacts in detail.  After reviewing these comments, the Department
of Transportation still believes that the specific program components (third main track
and seven grade separations) can be implemented without causing significant adverse
environmental effects either during construction or during future operations.

p.  It is not clear that Mr. Applebaum’s property values will decrease.  The grade
separation will be an attractive facility that will actually provide new landscaping and
visual buffering between Valley View and his property.  Further, access to the property
from the north and safety of traffic will be substantially enhanced by the grade
separation.  Further, after the third main track is installed the SSDI property will
experience both less noise and less vibration.  Having traffic use the underpass will
also reduce overall noise at the SSDI property.  If, after presenting substantiation to the
cities that property values will be diminished by the project once complete, Mr.
Applebaum has the ability to file a claim for fair market value losses which must be
considered by the cities.
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q. Mr. Applebaum has not indicated what his customer flow is a present.  Regardless,
continuous access will be maintained during construction, and access will actually be
better to the SSDI property after the grade separation is installed.  Future customers
will no longer have to wait in the que for the passage of trains.  Free flow of traffic on
Valley View will be a substantial improvement in access to the property from the north,
and even from the south when long ques occur south of the tracks at the existing at
grade crossing.

r. Emergency access to the property will be maintained continuously during construction
and as noted above emergency vehicle access will be substantially improved after the
Valley View grade separation is completed.  Delays of up to three plus hours per day
due to trains will no longer interfere with customer or emergency service providers.

s. This project is emphatically defined as the installation of a third main track over a 14.7
mile segment of the BNSF main line east-west rail corridor and seven grade
separations.  There is no possibility that this project will be expanded to address a
possible fourth track.  Note that this third main track will consume the remaining area
within BNSF’s 100 foot right-of-way.  If someone proposes to install a fourth main track
at some time in the future (entirely speculative at this time), it would require purchase
of additional right-of-way; removal of existing uses in this right-of-way and a separate
environmental document.  As stated above, this project does not include or consider
a fourth main track which is at best speculative at this time.

t. Existing Stage Road drainage issues in the immediate vicinity of Valley View have been
addressed and eliminated as a result of the existing grade separation design.

u. All vehicles will have access to SSDI during construction and access by all vehicles on
the local circulation system will improve after the grade separation is completed as
outlined above under responses to comments 11.r and 11.s.

v. Please refer to responses to comment letter #17 (which address the technical issues
in some detail) and to response to comment 11.c above.  The issue is that less
vibration will affect SSDI operations in the future because an estimate 1/3 of the
existing vibration will be reduced due to locating the third track on the north side of the
existing two tracks adjacent to SSDI.  Special construction measures (drilling
foundation supports for the underpass rather than pile driving, for instance) will be
implemented to control construction vibration activities to less than that currently
experienced at the SSDI property from existing background activities.  If SSDI can
demonstrate lost business or a need for augmenting dust control equipment within the
facility in order to remain operational (a clear nexus must be demonstrated by SSDI to
the cities), then existing procedures are in place for the city to reimburse SSDI or to
fund dust control equipment that can be justified at fair market value.  Because this is
an overt concern expressed by SSDI, special measures have already been identified,
including monitoring background particulate concentrations and the additive
concentrations that may be due to construction.  SSDI should work closely with the
cities to develop mutually acceptable monitoring criteria and methods for estimating
costs for potential impacts to its business operations.  The data indicate that no
reimbursement should be necessary because potential dust and vibration impacts can
be controlled to nonsignificant levels of impact.  However, by working with the cities to
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establish mutually acceptable mechanisms for measuring project impacts to operations,
SSDI can proactively establish procedures to reasonable resolution of differences of
opinion regarding actual impacts, if any, experienced during the construction of the
Valley View grade separation.

w. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Department of Transportation
Division of Rail decision-makers for consideration before project approval is made to
allow the proposed project to be implemented.  The issue of the existing setting at
Stage Road, regarding blight, is not an issue related to the proposed project.  As noted
above, the design of the grade separation with aesthetic components being integrated
by the City is forecast to enhance the existing visual setting.  Existing perceived blight
problems need to be addressed to the pertinent jurisdiction.

x. Trucks are not allowed to park along the BNSF right-of-way because of safety
problems.  However, during construction of the grade separation special circumstances
may allow SSDI to request access to BNSF right-of-way for truck parking, if it can be
determined feasible while protecting safety.  SSDI should contact BNSF directly
regarding this issue which is outside the CEQA process for the proposed project.

y. As indicated in several previous responses, the Valley View grade separation is no
longer fully funded.  The affected cities are seeking additional funds.  Please contact
representatives of either the City of Santa Fe Springs or the City of La Mirada to
determine the amount of funds in hand and funds being sought.  This number may vary
over short periods so it is most appropriate to deal directly with the cities on this issue.

z. The Valley View grade separation will require between 12 and 14 months to complete
based on the best estimates at this time.  The third main track will require a few days
to construct in the area adjacent to the SSDI facility.

aa. Based on the current design, SSDI employees will be able to directly access the SSDI
parking areas and will not have to access it through adjacent property.

ab. Both driveways will be reshaped, with the northern driveway receiving the most change.
However, the reshaping of the southern driveway will be done quickly and be done
before the northern driveway will be impacted.  The intent is to maintain continuous
access to the SSDI property throughout construction and this can be done give the
current design.  Of course, both modified driveways will be available to provide access
after the Valley View grade separation project component is completed.

ac. Based on the data in the Draft EIR, Mr. Applebaum will be able to fully operate his
SSDI business during construction.  There will be some inconveniences, but none that
have been identified as being significant, as the above responses to comments
indicate.  If some aspect of construction activities do impose burdens that affect SSDI’s
routine operations or ability to fulfill its business obligations, funds have been set aside
in the budget for constructing the Valley View grade separation to fund legitimate
impacts that can be substantiated to the cities.
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